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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBIJ!M 
Statement of the Problem: 
The absence of instructional films for some subjects at specific 
grade levels and the overabundance of suitable films for other subjects 
presented one of the first considerations that led to this study. 
Educators and film producers have long recognized that the situation 
existed and have voiced their concern both at professional conferences 
and in the literature of the audio-visual field. The writer' a advisory 
experience in a Teachers College Audio-Visual Center, both with student 
teachers and in-service teachers as they attempted to select effective 
instructional films from the H. W. Wilson Educational Film Guide, also 
indicated that types of films were, in many instances, either unavailable 
or overabundant in meeting a specific instructional need. 
Film producers have not made public to any extent the procedures 
they follow in reaching the decision to produce a given film. It may be 
assumed logically that various producers would follow different procedures, 
but the general absence of such statements made it difficult or impossible 
to determine what or whether any common denominators exist for the pre-
production planning of instructional films. 
Producers, ~urther.more, are forced necessarily to consider ~actors 
that are not educational. Production ~acilities,. available budget, and 
personnel backgrounds are representative o~ the other faetors that 
producers consider be~ore reaching their decision to produce a particu-
lar ~ilm. While non-education~l factors play a part in this decision 
to produce, the functions of the instructional ~ilm are so restricted 
that educational ~actors must be considered to some degree in order that 
enough sales and rentals of the ~ilm to schools will permit the producer 
to continue in business. 
When a ~ilm has been produced, teachers must decide in turn whether 
or not to request it for use. The evaluation o~ ~ilms that is carried 
on by the Eaucational Film Library Association, by pro~essional publi-
cations, and by other organizations helps teachers make this decision. 
Teachers' experience with the ~ilm further determines whether they will 
request it ~or use again. Film producers and educators are concerned 
with film evaluations and even more with the ~requency of teacher 
requests to instructional material centers and ~ilm libraries ~or a 
given ~ilm. These requests are professional judgments that are made for 
particular instructional situations. Thus, the ~requency o~ teacher 
requests ~or a given film is the. sum o~ a series o~ pro~essional 
decisions. Wide variances in ~requency o~ requests ~or the use o~ ~ilms 
with similar production quality from ~ilm libraries gave additional 
indication that pre-production film planning procedures were worthy o~ 
investigation. 
The records o~ ~ilm libraries and instructional materials centers 
2 
indicate that the frequency of requests for films varies from the 
extremes of never having a request during a school year to being unable 
to fill all requests with six prints of a film. Inasmuch as the capital 
investment for films is considerable and funds for new acquisitions 
have limits, the least frequently requested film becomes an instruc-
tional liability not only to the film library but to the schools and 
the pupils served. 
Film libraries usually attempt to anticipate teacher requests by 
acquiring new films according to the frequency of the past requests. 
Producers attempt to produce films that will be requested by teachers 
and will fill gaps in the curriculum. In their turn teachers continue 
to ask for more and better film materials. 'While the Wilson Educational 
Film Guide lists over lS,OOO films through 195S, there are evidently 
lacks in kind, quality, and specific £ilms whibh have yet to be fulfilled. 
The teacher attempts to express his need, the film producer attempts to 
meet that need, and the film library endeavors to serve as the agent 
between them. As the review of the literature indicates, the need for 
objective rather than subjective findings about the educational film 
and its genesis is great. 
The film library's position between the teacher and producer, much 
like that of a commercial middleman, is representative of the total 
problem and has been described as follows: If Although we are pretty much 
kept busy by what could be called the positive aspects of the job, we 
sometimes pause to reflect on those films which are not in heavy demand 
Jl 
although they were acquired because they seemed to fill a need. ul 
Need for the Study: 
With only one major cooperative study concentrated on the planning 
phase of film production and only a few related individual studies 
pertinent, the desirability of additional research and information in 
the area is apparent. This lack of research in the planning stages of 
production has been reported in the audio-visual literature consistently. 
Wittich asked specifically for such research related to the curriculum.2 
It was claimed by Lumsdaine that much of the early research re-
lated to the instructional film was inadequate. nsome of it is wholly 
incompetent and relatively little of it (particularly prior to 1945) is 
even worth reading in the original.u3 In view of the technological 
advances in film production that could affect early research findings, 
Lumsdaine's comments, and the reports of the Instructional Film Research 
Project, the greater portion of the review of literature has been devoted 
to post-World War II research findings. 4 
1Pennsylvania State University, Film Library Newsletter 
(University Park: Pennsylvania State University, December, 1955), p. 4. 
2walter A. Wittich, UNeeded Research in A-V Methods, n Audio-Visual 
Communication Review, Vol. I, No. 2 (1953), p. 102 • 
.3A. A. Lumsdaine, ninstructional Film Research, 191S-l950,n Audio-
Visual Communication Review, Vol. I, No. 3 (195.3), p. 176. 
4Instructional Film Research Project, Pennsylvania State University: 
an eight-year study involving eighty individual research projects, under 
the direction of G. R. Carpenter, financed by the United States Army and 
Navy. 
II ~ 
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Auster set forth a comprehensive plan t.o analyze t.he. content of in-
structional films in order to establish exact data about-the frequency of 
production for given subjects.l With this data equated against social and 
educational criteria he proposed to establish much-needed guideposts for 
film producers. This technique of content analysis of motion pictures was 
reported as having value for determining future treatment of content areas 
by Jones in 1952 in a study of 1,200 entertainment feature films and short 
subjects produced by a single unnamed major Hollywood studio.2 
Noel and Noel, looking at the future of audio-visual instruction in 
1946, foresaw better materials and extensive research contributing to 
their production.3 Schreiber not only predicted but, in effect, demanded 
that educators participate in planning, experimentation, and production.4 
In the area of pre-production film research not devoted primarily 
to planning procedures Rose and Van Horn found that a storyboard treat-
ment had value.5 It was the earliest form with which persons "unaccustomed 
1Donald Auster, 11 Content Analysis in A-V Communication Research,n 
Audio-Visual Connnunication Review, Vol. IV, No. 2 (1956), p. 104. 
2norothy B. Jones, "Quantitative Analysis of Motion Picture, 
Content, tt Public Opinion Quarterly~ Vol. XIV, pp. 554~;;8. 
3F. 1'/. Noel and E. G. Noel, trLooking Ahead Twenty-Five Years in Audio-
Visual Education," Educational Screen, Vol. XXV (February, 1946), pp. 67-69. 
4Robert E. Schreiber, "Educational Motion Pictures: A Cooperative 
Enterprise," Educational Screen, Vol. XXV (November, 1946), p. 510. 
5storyboard: rtA pictorial outline of a film presentation, based on 
sketches or photographs of representative situations, and designed to 
accompany a draft of a script as an aid in visualizing the ideas involved. 11 
(University Film Producers Association Journal, Vol. VII, No. 4, p. 19.) 
5 
to thinking in cinematic terms (i.e., educators) can make judgments which 
will be systematically and reliably related to their impressions o£ the 
finished £ilm.n1 Zuckerman1 s findings about the predictive learning 
possibilities from a pre-production filmstrip support,. the Rose and 
Van Horn study. 2 In both instances the planning and treatment phases 
necessary to establish and produce the storyboard or filmstrip that is 
used in conjunction with a script would be considered as part of the 
production process for purposes o£ this study. 
The literature before and after World War II repeatedly expresses 
the need £or research in film planning. However, most o£ the restricted 
amount o£ pre-production research reported to date has involved a 
considerable amount of time, effort, and expense associated with the 
physical prQcess of film production and is so defined for this study. 
At educational conferences both producers and educators have 
repeated the need for cooperative planning, particularly as it has related 
to the area of curriculum under consideration. One such meeting which was 
called just £or the consideration of the instructional £ilm in science 
was sponsored by Columbia University in 1955. At this conference a group 
o£ science educators and producers spelled out some steps which cooperation 
between educator and film producer might follow as planning for film pro-
duction was undertaken. Many, i£ not all, of these recommendations were 
based on subjective opinions that reflected majority but not unanimous 
opinion. 
lN. Rose and M. Van Horn, 11Theory ansi Application of Pre-Production 
Testing, n Audio-Visual Communication Review, Vol. IV, No. 1 (1956), p. 24. 
2John Zuckerman, "Predicting Film Learning by Pre-Release Testing," 
Audio-Visual Communication Review, Vol. II, No~ l (1954), p. 55. 
6 
Producers constantly attend such conferences and attempt to determine 
educator or consumer desires through a variety of techniques. From the 
pattern of their activity it appears that they sincerely desire information 
about the thinking of educators. Personal conferences by the writer with 
producers have reinforced the impression that the desire for some direction 
in film production from the field of education is strong. However, it is 
apparent that varied interpretation of this direction can and does occur 
both because of its nature and ita interaction with the other factors that 
influence production. 
Purpose of the Study: 
It was the purpose of this study to identify educational factors 
that influenced the decision to produce instructional films. After 
educational factors were identified, the data ~analyzed in order that 
the relative degree of influence for each factor could be established. 
Educational factors further were identified for two groups of films that 
were most frequently requested and least frequently requested by teachers 
from film libraries. Comparison of factors then was made in order to 
determine whether any significant differences existed. 
Questions to Be Answered: 
The following were the questions that this study attempted to answer: 
1. wnat ~ the educational factors that influenced the decision 
to produce instructional films? 
2. What educational factors should have influenced the decision 
to produce instructional films? 
3. What ~ the educational factors that influenced the decision 
to produce most frequently requested instructional films? 
4. What~ the educational factors that influenced the decision 
to produce least frequently requested instructional films? 
5. Do significant differences exist for the educational factors 
that influenced the decision to produce most frequently 
requested and least frequently requested instructional films? 
Scope of the Stu~: 
It was the intent of this study to consider the educational film in 
national terms and procedures were established accordingly. All film 
libraries associated with colleges and universities, with 1,000 or more 
film titles, and located in the United States were asked to identify films 
that were most and least frequently requested. Fifty-five of sixty, or 
92 per cent, were able to provide data. 
Any of the instructional films distributed by these film libraries 
could have been reported. Thus, their reports considered the films of 
hundreds of producers. When five criteria related to the production 
process were applied, ninety-six films representing the output of twenty-
five producers were available for preliminary study. In order to match 
films within individual film-producing organizations, the number of films 
was reduced to forty-two and represented the output of four producers. 
The remaining twenty-one producers had only a single film represented in 
either of the two major categories. Since production quality was considered 
one of the basic forces to be controlled in this study, the elimination of 
the films of these twenty-one producers was necessary. 
8 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
World War II Effects; 
Since World War II ended, thousands of educational films have been 
produced for the schools of the nation. The war itself had had several 
major effects on the production of the educational film. First, educa-
tional film production for schools was suspended and special films were 
produced "for almost every phase of the war effort. Thousands of miles 
of films have been used for training soldiers, sailors, aviators, and 
war workers.n1 Since these films were used in training situations of 
all kinds with thousands of people, broader acceptance and use of film 
as an instructional device resulted in the postwar years. 
Secondly, producers were able to make films during the war that 
were, in general, technically superior to the average educational film 
produced before that time. Although several factors contributed to the 
superiority of the war-produced film, not the least of these were the 
carefully prepared requirements of the governmental agencies. Producers 
made their films to the specifications set forth by agency personnel who 
usually had educational or film production backgrounds. Some agencies 
lAmerican Council on Education, Motion Pictures for Postwar Education, 
Report of the Commission on Motion Pictures in Education of the American 
Council on Education, Vol. VIII (Washington, D.C.: 1944), pp. 2-3. 
IL 
such as the United States Navy, evolved a detailed film planning and pro-
duction procedure that resulted in effective training films geared to 
achieve specific instructional objectives. 
Although the procedures and techniques evolved for the production 
of films during World War II were unique, the production patterns 
established during these years have exerted considerable influence in the 
research and opinion of many audio-visual specialists who have special 
responsibilities and concern for the instructional film. 
Pre-production Film Research: 
Research on the educational film began to be reported in 1918 and 
has been continued through the years both through individual and team 
studies. Almost all of the film research undertaken may be divided into 
three areas concerned with techniques of film production, with varying 
patterns of film use in the classroom, and with comparison of film to 
other instructional materials or techniques. The only team research 
associated with pre-production film planning is that of the Commission on 
Motion Pictures in Education of the American Council 0n ~ucation reported 
by May in 1949.1 This research project resulted in a aeries of studies 
that set forth the need for instructional films, established educational 
specifications for films, and recommended treatment of content for films. 
Research in the pre-production phase of film making has not kept pace with 
the three major areas described above. 
lAmerican Council on Education, Final Report, CGmmission on Motion 
Pictures in Education of the American Council on Education (Washington, 
D.C.: 1949). 
-10 
Hoban states the situation as follows: "Now think of the volume 
of audio-visual research reported to date and ask yourself how much of 
this research has been oriented toward the problems of the producer? 
The answer is: comparatively little. In retrospect, it is apparent that 
these areas of production decisions have been largely ignored, or have 
been investigated too narrowly or too pedantically in audio-visual 
research over the past twenty-five years.n1 
Lack of Appropriate Instructional Films: 
Since 1946 the number of educational films available to schools 
has increased tremendously. The Wilson Educational Film Guide of 1946 
listed a total of 3,500 titles for that year. In 1958 the same publication 
contained a list of over 18,000 titles. In 1954 the National Education 
Association reported that the number of sound film titles for each 10,000 
pupils in urban school districts increased from 175 in 1946 to 566 
in 1954. 2 It would seem that the film-producing industry was attempting 
to answer Seaton t s statement that 11almost all teachers want more film 
materials in their teaching areas. This condition will undoubtedly exist 
for many years until a backlog of films for all curriculum areas and all 
grade levels is built up which approaches the wealth of printed materials 
now available for school use."3 
lc. F. Hoban, fiResearch and Reality, n Audio-Visual Communication 
Review, Vol. IV, No. l (1956), p. 11. 
2National Education Association, Audio-Visual Research in Urban 
Areas, Vol. x::qiii, No. 3 (Washington, D.C.-:: 1955), p. 108. 
3H. H. Seaton, A Measure for Audi~-Visual Programs in Schools, A 
Report of the American Council on Education (Washington, D.C.: 1944), p. 2. 
1.:1 
Despite the heavy volume of production, however, gaps still exist 
in the curriculum at various grade levels where film could make a 
contribution. Editorially, under the title, Too Much of a Good Thing, 
Jones wrote: 
The duplication has been going on for some 
time now. Back in 1955 three films on reptiles 
were released by McGraw Hill, Encyclopedia 
Britannica, and Film Associates. All are good 
films, well organized and well photographed. 
The only trouble is they are practically indis-
tinguishable. • • • Does the American educational 
field really need three titles in the five classes 
of reptiles? ••• Instead of duplication, couldn't 
the producers give some attention to topics for 
which there still are no films?l 
Need for Cooperation Recognized: 
While the situation described above emphasizes th~ need for coopera-
tion among producers, others have asked for cooperation between producer 
and educator as well. Wagner t s predictions about the film of the future 
leaned heavily on the assumption that close collaboration would exist 
2 between producer and educator. . Pease suggested the desirability of some 
type of coordinating agency to function between producer and educator.3 
In EUrope, where instructional films frequently are produced by state 
agencies, the International Council for Educational Films was founded to 
lEmily S. Jones, "Too Much of a Good Thing," Educational Film 
Library Association Bulletin, Vol. XV, No. 5 (1958), p. 2. 
2Ro bert F. lvagner, "The Teaching Film of Tomorrow, 11 Audio-Visual 
Communication Review, Vol. II, No. 3 (1954), pp. 216-217. 
3a. E. Pease, ••Quality in Educational Films," California Journal 
of Secondary Education, Vol. XXI (May, 1946), pp. 164-166.· 
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serve as such a coordinating agency. While the Council serves primarily 
to exchange information about film production, it also arranges for film 
exchanges and encourages its members to establish specific requirements 
for films that will meet pressing educational needs.1 
An early informal attempt of May's to collaborate with producers 
in this country was described by Brown in 1946 as beneficial.2 Presumably, 
results of these mee~ings led to the establishment of the Five-Year Study 
of the Commission on Motion Pictures. 
Some have placed the responsibility for the lack of cooperation 
between educator and producer primarily on the producer. Wagn~r suggests 
that the producer who must sell 500 prints cannot afford to listen to the 
educator who wants him to restrict the appeal of his film.3 White feels 
that many producers are essentially subjective in their approach to 
production decisions and play hunches. He states unequivocally, n ••• it 
is the producer who has been and is basically at fault.n4 This opinion 
is supported by Nichtenhauser as well, who terms most films produced in 
the health area as mediocre because of their lack of specificity.5 
~. Adams and R. Hill, 11The International Council for Educational 
Films, n Audio-Visual Connnunication Review, Vol. II, No.· 2 (1954), 
pp. 143-147. 
2James W. Brown, 11Report on Findings in Educational Film Production, n 
Educational Screen, Vol. XXIII (December, 1946), p. 580. . 
3Robert F. Wagner, 11The Formula Film, n Audio-Visual Communication 
Review, Vol. III, No. 1 (1955), p. 54. 
4ueorge L. White, 11Film Production for Modern Schools," Educational 
Leadership, Vol. V (January, 1948), pp. 220-225. 
5Adoli Nichtenhauser, ttPlanned Health Film Progra.m,n Journal ·of 
Health and Physical Education (May, 1944), pp. 251-253. 
Others hold that the educator is essentially responsible for the 
lack of cooperation between producer and educator. McCluskey quotes a 
pioneer producer, George Skinner, as saying in 1923, 11I.f educators would 
tell me what pictures to make, I would make them. n1 Schreiber recalls 
that the literature over the years seldom indicated what directions films 
should take. He .feels that educaters tend to function as critics after 
.film production rather than as participants during production. He 
indicts the educator by stating, n ••• the educational motion picture is 
essentially the responsibility of the educator: the ideas, the content, 
and the methods of presentation should originate with him.u2 
Assessing responsibility .for the lack of cooperation between 
producer and educator is not of critical importance for this study. What 
is more signi:ficant is the substantial amount of literature that has 
considered the problem following World War II. Moreover, the problem has 
existed throughout the history of the instructional film as numerous 
similar expressions for these earlier years will verify. The problem 
was phrased succinctly by a group of leading educators and producers at 
New Haven in 1956: 11In order to get the right kind of films produced, we 
must have close cooperation between the teacher· and produeer. 113 
lF. D. McClusky, "Production Patterns for Educational Films, 11 
Educational Screen, Vol. .XXV (April, 1946), pp. 174-175. 
2schreiber, Educational Screen, Vol. XXV, p. 510. 
3Neal Miller, lfGraphic Co:mmunication and the Crisis in Education," 
Audio-Visual Communication Review, Vol. V, No. 3 (1957), PP• 14-15. 
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Lack of Films with Specific Instructional Objectives: 
The need for establishing well-defined and specific objectives 
before beginning film production has been voiced by both educators and 
producers. It has been reinforced by the findings of Keeslar which 
indicated that the best secondary school films available in 1945 failed 
to provide a definite means of achieving the most important objectives of 
science education.1 Hite concluded that lack of appropriate materials was 
one of.the important factors retarding the use of the educational film 
after surveying 4~500 teachers and principals in 1951.2 
The National Education Association in 1955 supported this finding 
by indicating that one of the major reasons teachers do not use audio-
visual materials is the lack of such suitable materials.3 Although films 
were considered as part of a broader categor.y, audio-visual materials, 
this nationwide finding has importance for this stu~. 
The value and desirability of establishing specific rather than 
generalized objectives for an instructional film have been set forth in 
articles with similar viewpoints by Schreiber,4 Corey and Arnspiger,5 
De Rochemont, 6 and others. Schreiber reported the cumulative thinking of 
loreen P. Keeslar, "Contributions of Instructional Films to the Teach-
ing of High School Science," Science Education, Vol. XXX (April, 1946), 
pp. $2-SS. 
2.Mi.ller, Audio-Visual Communication Review, Vol. v, No. 3, p. ll. 
3National Education Association, Audio-Visual Research in Urban Areas, 
V0l. XXXIII, No. 3, p. 123. 
4.schreiber, Educational Screen, Vol. XXV, p. 510. 
5s. M. Corey and V. C. Arnspiger "What Are Classroom Motion 
Pictures?", Library Journal, Vol. LXX (June 1, 1945), pp. 516-518. 
6r.orls De Rochemont, rtThe Role of the Independent Producer in 
. E~u·cational Fi 
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twenty authorities who had written about the instructional film. Although 
the synthesized statements were concerned also with the content and the 
organization of the instructional film, a major section was devoted to 
its objective~. In that section the effective instructional film was 
described as having objectives clearly cut for its intended audience and 
closely related to the curriculum. It was recommended further that the 
objectives for a given film be sufficiently limited to assure adequate 
treatment. 
Some of the research and literature indicates that instructional 
films with specific objectives have been produced and have proven 
effective. McCoy reported an increase in training effectiveness when 
films were designed to meet specific objectives with a particular target 
audience.1 May and Jenkinson concluded that the results of their experi-
mentation in developing interest in reading with film suggest that 
producers ought to develop films around specific teaching objectives. 2 
As far back as 1944 the Commission on Motion Pictures indicated that 
ntoday functional differentiation among teaching films is beginning to 
appear.n3 It described four types of films as the demonstration, 
lEdward ,p. McCoy, An APPlication of Research Fin~s to Trainin£ 
Film Production, Technical Report SDC 269-7-44, Research Report of the 
Instructional Film Research Progr~, Pennsylvania State University, 
Office of Naval Research, U.S., Dept. of the Navy (Port l'lashington, Long 
Island, N.Y.: Special Devices Center, 1955), p. 22. 
2:M. May and N. Jenkinson, liDeveloping Interest in Reading with 
Film," Audio-Visual Conmnmication Review, Vol. I, No. 3 (1953), p. 166. 
3American Council on Education, Motion Pictures for Postwar _ 
Education, Vol. VIII, p. 4. 
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information, incentive, and provocative film. Each of these was 
associated with specific kinds of learning objectives: skills, concepts, 
attitudes, and stating problems. 
SUmmary: 
The literature in the field has indicated that extensive pre-produc-
tion planning deficiencies exist for the instructional film and that rather 
limited research has borne out this opinion. These deficiencies in 
planning appear to center about the need for increased cooperation between 
educators and film producers as well as between film producers. An addi-
tional need exists for more specific, rather than generalized, objectives 
for the instructional film. As a result of these deficiencies, we have a 
large number of so-called ttinstructionaltt films available that do not 
meet specific teaching purposes or relate to specific curriculum areas. 
CHAPTER III 
METHOD OF PROCED~ 
The procedure for this study consisted of the following three phases 
of activity: 
1. The educational factors that might have influenced the 
decision to produce instructional films were listed. 
2. Two groups of films having similar production character-
istics and backgrounds were established as the most 
frequently and the least frequently requested films 
from selected film libraries. 
3. The educational factors that influenced the decision 
to produce the two groups of films described above 
were identified, compared, and analyzed. 
In the first phase, the listing of possible educational factors, the 
methods used were documentary analysis, personal interviews with producers 
of films and other instructional materials, construction of a checklist, 
' 
submission of the checklist to audio-visual specialists in education, and 
a trial survey of the instrument with film producers. 
Documentary analysis was used because this method provided a large 
number of factors for preliminary consideration. Periodicals, books, 
and reports published after 1945 and most likely to give results were 
I 
selected from the Education Index, audio-visual education bibliographies, 
and A Bibliography of Production, Utilization, and Research on 
Instructional Films prepared by the Instructional Film Research Program, 
Pennsylvania State University. The year 1945 was chosen as the beginning 
point for surveying factors since production of instructional films for 
schools was suspended during World War II. Also, new film production and 
utilization techniques developed by the armed forces during the war had 
changed both the for.m and content of the instructional film. In contrast 
with pre-war instructional films, nearly all films produced after 1945 had 
sound tracks, many were made in color as well as black and white, and most 
made an attempt to motivate learners through identificationl or a story. 
As educational factors were identified they were listed on separate 
three-by-five-inch cards and then filed, in order that revision would be 
simplified. Review of materials selected from the above sources was 
discontinued when no new factors were forthcoming. 
In order to extend and to improve the list of factors, interviews 
were held with nine producers of films, several of whom also produced 
filmstrips and recordings. The interviews with producers were discon-
tinued when the last three interviews failed to uncover additional factors. 
Interviews were unstructured after the purpose of the study was explained, 
lidentification: the act or process of classifying the self with 
a group or person, usually those admired. 
I 
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and they lasted from one to one-and-one-half hours. During this time the 
producer recalled and identified educational factors which influenced him 
or his organization in the decision to produce films. All factors termed 
educational by the producer were accepted during the interview, which was 
recorded. Later, when the interview was played back, the identification 
of educational factors was made by the writer and the factors listed 
on cards. 
Several types of recording devices were employed during these 
initial interviews in order to determine what kind of machine would be 
most effective. A sturdy, twelve-pound, Wollensak Tl500 tape recorder 
capable of holding 1,200-foot reels was finally selected since it permitted 
an uninterrupted recording time of one-and-one-half hours using mylar-base 
tape at a speed of three-and-three-quarter inches per second. Even with 
background noises in offices the pick-up of conversation from a micro-
phone placed between the participants was very good. In all instances the 
material recorded was clear and_intelligible. 
One hundred and ninety-six factors were collected through personal 
interviews with producers and documentary analysis. By combining, tele-
scoping, and deleting, the original list of 196 was reduced to 108. When 
these 108 factors were grouped into ten related units suggested both by 
the interviews and by the factors themselves, the checklist assumed its 
first form. 
The checklist was constructed from factors that were (1) pertinent 
to the field of education, (2) potentially significant in influencing the 
decision to produce an instructional film, and (.3) inclusive enough to 
~0 
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contain all specific factors yet short enough to be practical in adminis-
tration. 
Checklists were distributed to a jury of eight audio-visual 
specialists1 who were selected because (1) they held major administrative 
positions in the field, (2) they had served as consultants on the instruc-
tional film with the Department of Audio-Visual Instruction of the 
National Education Association, and (3) they had agreed to participate in 
the study. 2 These specialists were asked to check pertinent factors, add, 
delete, and make further suggestions for improvement of the checklist.3 
When the checklists were returned and recommendations were noted and 
incorporated, a list of ninety-three factors resulted. They were still 
classified into ten groups, but the number of factors was reduced by 
I 
seventeen and two new factors were added. Further changes in the check-
list were deferred until a trial study was completed. 
Seventeen film producers participated in a trial study of the check-
list.4 Producers for this trial study with the checklist were select~d 
because (1) they had produced instructional films during the two-year 
period preceding the date of the trial study, (2) they did~ have films 
on either of the tentatively established lists of least frequently requested 
or moat frequently requested films, and (3) they had agreed to participate 
in the study after its purpose was explained.5 Eleven producers in 
California and two in Wisconsin received a covering letter containing 
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instructions,l a copy of the checklist, an abstract describing the study, 
and a blank tape upon which they could record comments. 2 Four producers 
located in New York and in Connecticut were interviewed personally and 
had their comments recorded. 
It should be noted that the second phase of the stuqy, concerned 
with the establishment of two groups of films,. was progressing simul-
taneously. At the time of the trial study with the checklist, a number of 
films had been identified for possible study. Consequently, those producere 
who might have become participants in the actual study were known. For 
purposes of the trial study, only producers who could~ have participated 
in the final study were selected. 
A three-degree scale was established for the checklist that still 
contained ninety-three items under ten headings. Each factor was to be 
assessed as (1) a major influence, (2) of some influence, or (3) an 
unimportant influence. During preliminary interviews with audio-visual 
specialists and film producers, the effectiveness of the rating scale 
was reviewed. Although minor changes were made in the wording of the 
degree ratings, there was a consensus from those interviewed that the 
three-degree scale was the most effective measure for this stuqy. 
A trial study with the checklist was then undertaken with the 
follo~ purposes in mind: 
1. to obtain suggestions for further refinement, 
2. to improve interviewing skill and establish a consistent 
interview pattern, 
1Appendix 0 
2Appendix P 
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3. to determine completeness, 
4. to make certain descriptions of factors convey intended meanings. 
At the conclusion of the trial study, further refinements were made 
in the instrument so that ten factors of the ninety-three were eliminated 
by combinations or deletions and a new factor was added. The ten units 
into which the eighty-four factors were grouped remained unchanged except 
for minor modifications of the headings which were in question form.. 
Final form of the checklist resulted in a six-page, duplicated, 
double-spaced instrument.1 Each factor within a major group was set off 
by lines, and th~ three-degree rating scale was completely boxed for 
accurate recording. Each unit was framed as a question to the person 
interviewed with educational factors numbered for his responses. At the 
end of each unit's numbered list of factors an additional number appeared, 
described only as ttother." These nothern items were n0t considered in 
the count of factors listed for each unit or in the total factor count 
describing the instrument. Data collected under these "other," or 
write-in, items were tabulated and described. 
In the second phase of the study, the establishment of two groups 
of films that were most and least frequently requested, the following 
procedures were used: selecting film libraries, surveying libraries, 
collecting data, and determining final film samples. 
Selection of film libraries was based upon information provided in 
a Directory of 32300 Sixteen Millimeter Film Libraries published in 
January, 1956, by the U. S. Office of Education. From this directory a 
lAppendix A 
list was obtained of the sixty film libraries associated with colleges and 
universities in the United States that pessessed 1,000 or more film titles.1 
Film libraries associated ~th colleges and universities and with 1,000 or 
more titles were selected because (1) they were unaffiliated with the 
curriculum of any particular city or county; (2) they served large geo-
graphical areas; (3) they possessed enough titles so that their ten most 
frequently and ten least frequently requested film groups each representet 
one per cent or less of their total films; (4) the,y possessed an average 
number of film titles we:U above the 1,000 mark; and (5) they had strong 
interests and concern for research involving the instructional film. 
other kinds of film libraries listed in the Directory of 3,,300 
Sixteen Millimeter Film Libraries included city, county, state, public 
book libraries, and commercial libraries. The frequencies of film use 
reported by film libraries of cities, counties, or states were less 
desirable data since their reports could have been affected by both 
prescribed curricula and free loan services. The libraries of colleges 
and universities, on the oth~r hand, were unaffiliated with school systems 
and charged film rental fees. In general, a request for a film from film 
libraries associated with colleges and universities reflected an independent 
decision by a teacher. Also eliminated as sources of data were public book 
libraries, whic~ possessed a majority of adult films rather than films for 
schools. Commercial film libraries were eliminated because they possessed 
many entertainment and religious films among their titles. 
~itles refers to individual films, while prints may include 
additional copies of a film. 
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In surveying the film libraries, an invitation to participate in 
the project,1 along with a description of the project, 2 was extended to 
the director of each of the sixty film libraries in the United States 
associated with colleges and universities that possessed 1,000 or more 
film titles. As soon as a film librar,r agreed to participate, the 
director was sent a letter of acknowledgment and instructions, a film-
freqnency report sheet,3 a brief stat~nent of the purpose of the stu~,4 
and a stamped, self-addressed envelope. Far those who did not respond to 
the invitation or who delayed in providing data, three follow-up letters 
were sent at three-, six-, and nine-week intervals.5 In each case report 
sheets; project descriptions; and self~·addressed, stamped envelopes were 
included. 
In the northeastern United StateEf, person-to-person telephone calls 
were used in place of the third follow-·up letter. At the end of a two-
month period fifty-five libraries had reported their data and five had 
written that they were unable to obtair.L the data because of either the 
inadequacy of their records or insufficient help. 6 
As the report sheets from the film libraries were returned, the data 
for each film title were transferred to a three-by-five-inch card. Most 
frequently requested titles (hereafter identified as MFR) were listed on 
white cards, alphabetized, and arranged in the first drawer of a two-
drawer file. Least frequently requested titles (hereafter identified as 
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LFR) were listed on blue cards, alphabetized, and arranged in the second 
drawer of the two-drawer file. Each card contained the title of the film 
reported; the producer; the running time; black and white, color, or both 
designation; the Det~y Decimal reference number, according to the. Wilson 
Educational Film Guide; the age level designated for the film by the 
producer; and the subject area designated. The first librar,y reporting 
the title was listed as number one on the card. Although the cards 
contained detailed information about the film, the libraries were asked 
to report only the title and the produt::er of approximately ten of their 
most frequently and least frequently requested films. All other inform.a-
tion about the film was obtained from i:.he Wilson Educational Film Guide 
and verified from the catalog of the film library. 
During the course of the study, s1everal participants from the field 
of education expressed the possibility-that tlgoodn films in highly 
technical or specialized subject areas might be reported by libraries in 
the least frequently requested category. Directions on the report sheet 
sent to the film libraries stated, nplease list below the (approximately) 
ten 16mm. sound film ~itles that are !!!2.~ frequently requested by the 
. 1 ~ ltl schoo s you serv1ce. 
The same directions were set dow.n for the least frequently requested 
films. These directions ref).ected the limited purposes of the study which 
tl>': 
were to identify educational factors influencing the decision to produce 
instructional films and to compare these factors for most and least 
frequently r'equested films. 
1Appendix H 
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The film library survey extended over .a !our-month period, although 
most data were collected within a three-month period from January to 
March, 1957. On May 7, 1957, the survey was considered completed since 
the five libraries that had not provided data had indicated their 
inability to report. 
In order to encourage film libraries to report data, those which 
participated were designated to receive a summa.ry of the mo.st frequently 
requested films reported.1 On May 25, 1957, this report was ma~led to 
the libraries which had responded. 
At the conclusion of the survey of the film libraries, each of the 
two drawers in the card file had several hundred cards that represented 
individual titles of films. Some of the cards listed reports from two to 
ten film libraries, but each card represented the report of a film title 
by at least one library. Many producers were represented among the 
titles reported, as well as a variety of subject areas, production dates, 
age levels, and running times. 
At this point in the establishment of the film sample, the following 
criteria were applied to all films in both groups: (1) the film was 
reported in a category by two or more film libraries, (2) the film 
possessed a 1946 or later production date, and (3) the film was designated 
by the producer as suitable !or instruction at either the elementary or 
secondary school level. 
After these criteria were applied, ninety-six films remained for 
possible study of the original 855. Although the criteria for selection 
of the film sample were known before the film library survey was taken, 
film libraries were not asked to apply them in selecting titles. In 
preliminary correspondence and discussion, four directors of film 
libraries had indicated that a simple, unqualified request for approxi-
mately ten MFR and ten LFR film titles could and would be honored even 
though it imposed a special clerical task for some libraries. The 
difference in the difficulty of the task among libraries was caused by 
the various systems and 'equipment that were used in recording requests 
for films. Only 0ne film library in the United States was knawn to employ 
an IBM punch-card system which would have permitted easy application of the 
criteria during the survey. In order to obtain a substantial response 
from the film libraries and to make the request for data both practical 
and possible of fulfillment, the application of criteria was made after 
the film libraries were surveyed. 
Of the ninety-six films remaining when the criteria were applied, 
sixty-six were in the MFR group and thirty in the LFR group. The 
greater amount of films in the MFR group~; reflected a higher rate of 
agreement among film libraries concerning MFR titles. Among the ninety-
six films in this tentative film sample, twenty-five producers were 
represented. Only five of the producers had produced more than one title 
reported in the total sample, however. 
Films in both categories were grouped according to producing 
agencies and then matched according to their producer. ~erever choice 
permitted, films were matched further according to (1) the content 
established by the Dewey Decimal classification of the Wilson Educational 
Film Guide and (2) the year of their production. 
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Matching films according to producing agency, or having an MFR film 
and an LFR film made by the same producer, was an important part of the 
design of the study. Previous research, dis-cussion in research seminars, 
and opinions of producers had emphasized that quality in the physical 
process of production was a factor of such importance that it might out-
weigh all other production and pre-production factors. By matching 
films according to producer the physical factors of film production 
equalized each other. 
When the film sample had been established, a simple number code was 
substituted for each title for use in interviewing and reporting. Use of 
the coding procedure gave anonymity to the film, the producer, and the 
people who shared in the decision to produce. Although the necessity 
for coding was considered carefully, there was no way to foretell the 
effectiveness of the procedure during interviews. Trial interviews had 
been undertaken necessarily with representative films rather than with 
LFR or MFR films. Since all of the producers involved represented 
private, commercial interests, the association of names of companies and 
of people with films reported as least frequently requested appeared 
undesirable as well as unnecessary. Furthermore, only those producers who 
cooperated by participating in the study would have been identified with 
LFR films. Use of the coding procedure may have accounted in part for 
the fact that all producers who were asked agreed to participate in the 
study. 
Some indication of the consistency of the data reported by film 
libraries was obtained from two surveys conducted by the Educational Film 
Library Association in 1953 and 1956. In these surveys the Association 
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requested its members to report ten 11most-used fil.ms.n Of the twenty-one 
films in the MFR category of the final sample of films for this study, 
all were reported two or more times by responding libraries of the 
Association in either the 1953 or 1956 survey. Although neither the 
sample of libraries nor the terms 11most-usedlf and "most frequently requestedll 
are identical, the relationship between the MFR sample of films .for this 
study and the surveys of the Association gives evidence: . of consistency by 
film libraries in reporting data about the circulation of films. Because 
of this consistency between 11most-used filmsn and MFR films, it was assumed 
that data about LFR films were reported as consistently by libraries. No 
previous surveys of LFR films or "least-used" films were known to exist. 
Since the establishment of a film sample required considerable time 
and effort, it deserves some explanation as a procedure that identified 
films and producers indirectly through data provided by libraries. Better 
reliability would have been obtained ostensibly by directly surveying film 
~roducers about the distribution of the films they produced. Previous 
attempts by researchers at Boston University with producers of textbook 
materials in mathematics had indicated, however, that business organizations 
were reluctant to release such information. Preliminary interviews with 
~ilm producers verified the refusal of commercial concerns to disclose 
~istribution totals. Producers made many expressions of a general nature 
~bout sales during the discussions for particular films. In these instances 
phrases such as "this has done well" or "this has done peorlytt were used to 
~ndicate sales approximations. In several instances producers studied 
iistribution figures during the interview, made generalizations, but never 
iisclosed the amounts to the interviewer. In general, comments about sales 
and distribution of films tended to confir.m the placement of film titles 
in both. the MFR and LFR categories. In no instance did ~ generalization 
about the distribution of a film appear illogical with the category in 
which it was located. 
In the third phase of the study, the following procedures were used 
in interviewing producing personnel and analyzing data: 
1. The participants who shared in the decision to produce 
each film were identified. 
2. One or.more of the participants who shared in the 
decision to produce each film were interviewed and 
their responses recorded. 
3. Interview data were tabulated and analyzed. 
When the matching of the film sample according to producer was 
completed, the agreement of the producers to participate in the study was 
sought. There was nG> way to obtain prior agreement from producers to par-
ticipate in the study since the exact films in the matched sample had not 
been known previously. However, several of the major educational film 
producers had been info~ed of the study and had expressed interest in the 
fllldertaking. In the trial run of the checklist with representative film 
producers, only two of nineteen had refused to participate. The producers 
~o participated in the trial run were providing information about a 
~epresentative instructional film, however, rather than a film described as 
least frequently requested." Applying the additional criteria of 
1) cooperation from producers and (2) accessibility of producers for 
nterviews to the final film sample resulted in no decrease in the number of 
ases, since all producers agreed to participate and all had appropriate 
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personnel accessible for interviews. 
The criteria described above were included in the plan of the study 
because of practical considerations involving travel and expense. Most 
instructional films are produced in three major geographical areas around 
New York City, Chicago, and Los Angeles, although some producers are 
located in other areas. The technical facilities, personnel, and services 
available in these major cities have encouraged and centralized sixteen-
millimeter instructional film production activity to a great extent. For 
purposes of this study the area in and around L0s Angeles had been 
considered inaccessible for interviewing. However, all of the four producerf 
established by other criteria as producers of the final sample of films 
were located in the greater New York and Chicago areas. 
Contact with three of these four producers had been made a year 
earlier When their attention and general reactions to the purposes of the 
study had been invited. When the cooperation of producers became essential, 
the original person contacted in these organizations again was solicited. 
In each case they bore either the title of Director of Research or Vice-
President. In each instance these people did not immediately agree to 
participate, but referred the invitation to higher administrative authority. 
The invitations to participate with accompanying materials were sent on 
July 17, 1957, to all four producers represented in the film sample. 
Acknowledgment of the invitation was made immediately by each producer, and 
indication of its referral to others was given. Correspondence and telephone 
conversations with these representatives were continued while the project 
was under consideration by the producers for approximately six weeks. On 
September 2, 1957, a conference was held with the vice-president of one of 
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the companies and a detailed explanation of the study was made by the writer. 
On September 12, 1957, the company agreed to participate in the study. On 
September 24, a second producer agreed to participate; on September 26, a 
third agreed; and on October 12, 1957, the fourth and l~st producer agreed 
to participate. Negotiations csncerning agreement to participate in the 
study lasted almost three months although only four producers were involved. 
The Directors of Research associated with each of the film producers 
were instrumental in carrying out the arrangements for interviews with 
personnel Who had participated in the decision to produce given films. 
The Directors of Research themselves had participated in some of the 
decisions; in other decisions producers, executive vice-presidents, and 
directors of the film were participants. Although only films produced 
after 1945 were studied, there were instances in which personnel who 
had participated in the decision to produce a film had left the producing 
organization. In several instances some of the personnel who made 
decisions were traveling or working on location for extended periods. In 
all of the producing organizations, however, the decision to produce a 
film was made by planning groups. In every case people who shared in the 
decision to produce a film were available to discuss the pre-production 
considerations for each film in the final sample. 
Interviews were carried on for a four-month period from October, 1957, 
through January, 1958. One week was spent by the writer in Chicago obtain-
ing data from two of the producing organizations whose headquarters were 
located in the general area. The other two companies were located in the 
vicinity of New York City and were visited on a number of occasions at the 
convenience of the personnel being interviewed. 
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· During the interviews in Chicago, the use of a portable tape recorder 
and a checklist was invaluable in carrying out interviews with a number of 
different people within a period of a week. In order to complete all 
interviews and obtain second interviews :for purposes of reliability, some 
revisiting by the writer between the two producing organizations was 
necessary. The interviewing procedures progressed rapidly and with a 
minimum of inoonvenience as a result of arrangements made by correspondence, 
the use of a checklist, and the tape recording of discussions. 
Through correspondence early in the study with the various coordina-
tors of interviews in the producing organizations, it became obvious that 
a second separate interview with another pere0n who shared in the decision 
to produce a given film would not be possible in all cases. In some cases, 
people were unavailable; in other cases, the amount of time consumed by a 
second interview :for each :film was considered. burdensome either by the 
personnel or by the organization. 
As a result of these considerations a second interview was carriea 
out for approximately each fourth :film after the need :for determining 
the reliability of interviews was explained to producers. Data obtainea 
in these second interviews then were compared with that obtained from the 
first interviews in a table of agreement using three separate measures. 
Statistical procedures :followed in these comparisons are explained 
in the following chapter when tabulations and analysis of data are 
discussed. 
Procedure for the interview was established after considering a 
number of "situational :factors" developed by Lazars:feld and advocated by 
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Kahn and Cannell.1 They included: 
1. the objectives of the interview; 
2. the respondent t s level of information alx>ut the 
topic in question; 
3. the extent to which the topic had been thought 
through by the respondent; 
4. the ease with which the material could have been 
communicated by the respondent, or the extent to which 
he was motivated to communicate on this topic; 
5. the extent to which the respondent t s situation with . 
respect to these matters was known to the interviewer 
in advance. 
The method of use for the checklist was established after considering 
these situational factors. In applying the above situational factors to 
the potential interview situations the writer concluded that in all 
instances they indicated that employment ef the direct, structured question 
with opportunity for 11other11 items for each unit ~m the checklist was 
desirable. The interview was then structured about a sequence of direct 
questions that had appropriate provisions for adclitional information. 
Each interview followed a basic pattern with some informal conversa-
tion at the beginning not recordeQ. During this time the code designation 
for the film under discussion was established. The tape recorder was 
turned on, code identification of the film was made, and the interviewer. 
presented the question related to the first unit on the checklist. From 
lR. L. Kahn and C. F. Cannell, The Dynamics of Interviewing (New 
York: John Wiley and Sons, 1957), p. 132. 
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his checklist the person being interviewed surveyed the factors listed 
and made appropriate comments. A list of definitions of educational and 
film production te~e obtained from standard references was available for 
use throughout the interview.1 At the conclusion of his comments the 
interviewer inquired about 11 othertt items not listed as factors for the 
unit. When nother11 items had been discussed, the question related to the 
second unit on the checklist was phrased by the interviewer and the 
procedure was repeated. At the end of the last unit on the checklist, 
the interviewer asked if a brief summary could be made of the most important 
factors that influenced the decision to produce the film. Other general 
comments were also recorded at this time. 
During the interview the interviewer t s role was that of the listener 
and clarifier of definitions both for the terms employed by the checklist 
and for the responses made by the person being interviewed. 
lAppendix B 
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CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANAYLSIS OF THE DA'l'A 
In the following chapter data have been organized, presented, and 
analyzed in the same se~ence as the major phases of study described in 
Chapter III, "Methods of Procedure.u In that chapter three phases of pro-
cedure were described: (1) listing educational factors that influence the 
decision to produce instructional films; (2) establishing two groups of 
films that were most and least frequently requested; and (3) identifying, 
comparing, and analyzing educational factors that influenced the decisions 
to produce these two groups of films. 
The first phase concerned with the listing of educational factors 
involved no procedures in which data of either ~antity or special 
pertinence were collected. Primarily the procedure consisted of reviewing 
literature, interviewing a small number of film producers, and conducting 
trial runs with a preliminary checklist. The development of the checklist 
items has been described carefully in Chapter III with an exact count of 
items presented at each procedural step. Numbers of interviews and trial 
runs were provided as the procedure was outlined. 
The two subse~ent phases of the stu~ concerned with establishment 
of the film samples and the identification of educational factors involved 
procedures that required statistical interpretation. Therefore, the data 
' 
obtained in these phases of the study are presented in detail and analyzed 
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in the same general sequence in which they were discussed in Chapter III. 
Establishment of Two Groups of Films 
Selection of Film Libraries: 
All of the sixty libraries listed in the United States Office of 
Education1 s Directory of 3,300 Sixteen Millimeter Film Libraries that 
possessed 1,000 or more film titles and that were affiliated with a 
college or university were invited to participate in the study. Fifty-
five of the sixty libraries, or ninety-two per cent, participated by 
identifying their most frequently and least frequentlY requested films. 
These fifty-five libraries were located in thirty-five states throughout 
the United States as indicated in Table 1, ULocation of Film Libraries.n 
In the Directory of 3,300 Sixteen Millimeter Film Libraries the 
libraries were listed without ~minimal limits designated for the number 
of film titles they possessed. Consequently, many hundreds of organiza-
tions that circulated one or several films were listed as film libraries. 
The largest libraries possessed as many as six thousand films, however. 
Table 2, "Size of Film Libraries," indicates that twenty-two, or 
the greatest number of participating libraries, had between 1,000 and 
1,999 film titles. 
II 
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TABLE 2 
SIZE OF FILM LIBRARIES& 
Film Titles 
in 
Thousands 
1,000 
2,000 
3,000 
4,000 
5,000 
6,000 
Film Titles in.Hundreds 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
3 1 2 2 2 8 1 3 0 
7 1 0 2 3 5 0 0 0 
3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~his table indicates the size of film libraries 
participating in this study according to the 
number of film titles they possessed at the time 
of the survey. 
9 Total 
0 22 
1 19 
0 5 
0 6 
0 1 
0 2 
Combined with the nineteen libraries that possessed 2,000 to 2,999 1 
titles, the libraries of these two groups account for approximately three-
fourths of the participating libraries. The fifty-five libraries possessed 
a total of 132,460 titles, a median of 2,000 titles, and a mean of 2,408 
titles. 
Survey of Film Libraries; 
In answering the request of this study for data identifying approxi-
mately ten of their most frequently requested and ten of their least 
frequently requested films, the libraries were reporting on about one.per 
cent of their total number of film titles. M~ libraries reported ten 
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films for each categor.y, but enough to0k exceptisn so that different totals 
resulted for the data in each category presented in Table 3. 
TABLE 3 
FREQUENCY OF FILM TITLES REPORTED BY FILM LIBRARIES 
Film 
Group Number of Film Libraries Reporting 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Most Frequently 
Requested Films 264 54 23 13 6 4 5 2 1 372 
Least Frequently 
Requested Films 434 . 43 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 484 
Totals 698 97 28 15 6 4 5 2 1 856 
In the abeve table, 264 film titles were reported once as most 
frequently requested from all libraries; fifty-four titles were rep0rtei 
twice as most frequently requested; twenty-three titles were reported three 
times; and so en up to the one title that was reported nine times by all 
libraries. It is important to note that the fifty-four film titles 
reported twice actually represent 108 reports for most frequently requesteQ 
films. The one film title reported in this categor.y nine times actually 
represents the reports of nine libraries fer a most frequently requested 
film. The t0tal number of reports made for the MFR category is 607, 
although only a total of 372 film titles was involved. The total for the 
LFR category reflects 484 film titles out of 543 reports. Less than half 
of the film titles for both categories were reported more than once. Films 
in the LFR category were reported over a wider range of titles and with 
less consistency than the MFR category. 
Criteria for Selection of a Film Sample: 
Film titles reported more than once by film libraries h~ve been 
prese~ted separately in Table 4, since they represent the results of the 
application of the first criterion in the selection of the film sample. 
Film 
Group 
2 
TABLE 4 
FREQUENCY OF FILM TITLES REPORTED 
MORE THAN ONCE BY FILM LIBRARIES 
Number of Film Libraries Reporting 
3 5 6 7 B 9 Total 
Most Frequently 54 
Reported Films 
23 13 6 5 2 1 108 
Least Frequently 43 
Reported Films 
5 2 0 0 0 0 0 
The total for the MFR category for film titles reported more than once 
50 
was lOB, slightly less than one-third of the total of all MF.R film titles. 
In the LFR category the total of fifty was one-tenth of the total of all 
LFR films. The slightly better than two-to-one ratio that exists in the 
totals column of Table 4 indicates that film libraries can identify MFR 
films reported two or more times twice as consistently as LFR films 
reported two or more times. 
Application of the second criterion for selection of the film sample 
required that all film titles produced before 1946 be eliminated. Table 5 
indicates the reductions for each frequency of report that resulted. 
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TABLE 5 
FREQUENCY OF FILM TITLES: 
(A) Reported More Than Once by Film Libraries 
and 
Film 
Group 
(B) Produced after 1945a 
Number of Film Libraries Reporting 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Totals 
ABABA BA BA BA BA BA B A B 
MFR 
Films 54 
LFR 
Films 
Total 
38 17 
5 
25 3 
13 6 4 
9 6 
2 0 0 
2 0 
15 6 4 
5 2 1 108 
3 1 l 0 75 
0 0 0 50 
0 0 0 0 30 
5 2 1 158 
63 20 ll 6 3 l l 0 105 
a(B) indicates all film titles produced after 1945 in the (A) group of 
film titles reported more than once by film libraries. 
In order to per.mit comparison between results of the application of criteria 
the data from Table 4 are incorporated in columns marked ! while the results 
of the application of the two criteria are reported in columns marked B. 
Since the frequencies have been staggered in their respective columns, the 
! and ~ criteria can be scanned for row totals as well as column totals. 
In all instances but two, the application of the criterion requiring a 
post-1945 production date resulted in the elimination of film titles. 
The MFR total was reduced from 108 to seventy-five titles, a 30 per cent 
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reduction; the LFR total was reduced from fifty to thirty, a 40 per cent 
reduction. The combined totals declined from 15B to 105, approximately 
one-third. 
The third criterion applied to film titles meeting the previous 
criteria made it mandatory that the film titles be designated for elemen-
tary or secondary --schools. This designation had been established by the 
producer and described accordingly in the H. W. llilson Educational Film 
Guide. 
Table 6 indicates ~hat,as a result of this screening, only nine films 
were eliminated from the previous total of the MFR category leaving sixty-
six, a 14 per cent reduction. No films were screened from the total of 
thirty in the LFR category since they all had been designated for elemen-
tary and secondary schools. The few cases eliminated by this criterion 
can be explained in part by the late sequence of its application. 
However, an important insight can be obtained from the smallness 
of this reduction relative to pre-production planning. Producers tend 
to designate films for the widest possibla age ranges and the widest 
possible use. Thus, relatively few instructional films are designated 
for only college and adult use. If the actual pre-production planning of 
films incorporates this tendency to instruct via film over several age 
levels, some basic principles of learning psychology are being ignored 
by film producers. 
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TABLE 6 
FREQUENCY OF FilM TITLES: 
(B) Reported More Than Once by Film Libraries 
Produced after 1945 1 
and 
(C) Designated for Elementary or Secondary Schools~~ 
Film Number of Film Libraries Reporting Group 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Totals I 
B c B c B c B c B c B c B c B c B c 
1-fii'R b ~8 17 9 6 3 1 1 0 75 
I 
33 15 8 6 3 1 0 0 66 
LFRC 25 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 30 
25 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 30 
Totals 63 20 11 6 3 1 1 0 105 
58 18 10 6 3 1 0 0 96 
a(B) group of film titles reported more than once by film libraries 
and produced after 1945. 
(C) indicates all film titles designated for elementary or secondary 
schools. 
9Most Frequently Requested Films. 
cLeast Frequently Requested Films. 
II 
The Tentative Film Sample: 
After the application of the three criteria described above, a total 
of ninety-six films were available for further study. Two additional 
criteria to be applied were concerned with the willingness of film producers 
to cooperate in the study and the geographical accessibility of participants 
for interviews. Before these criteria could be applied, it was necessary te 
establish a tentative film sample in orter that film producers who might 
participate could be identified. A tentative film sample was established 
according to production agency and the Dewey Decimal classification of the 
film as shown in Table 7. 
In the tentative film sample producer ! produced a combined total of 
thirty-nine MFR and LFR films distributed ·throughout seven Dewey Decimal 
major categories. Producers ~' Q, Q, and ! were represented in the same 
fashion with fewer films. Twenty producers, represented by!, produced 
single films for the sample. The MFR and LFR totals of sixty-six and 
thirty, respectively, represent a slightly better than two-to-one ratio 
previously observed for the two cat.egories in Ta~le 4. It is worth noting 
that although the application of three criteria decreased the number of 
cases available for study, the ratios between the totals of the film 
categories before and after the application of the criteria remained the 
same. 
The Final Film Sa.m:ple: 
One of the most important considerations in the design of this study 
dealt with production facilities and ~echniques. In brief, it had been 
suggested by both producers and educators in preliminary discussions that 
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TABLE 7 
A TENTATIVE FILM SAMPLE ACCORDING TO 
PRODUCER AND DEWEY DECIMAL CLASSIFICATION 
. 
Dewey Decimal Classification in lOOts 
Pro- Com-
ducer bined 
alOO•s 200's .300 1s 400 1 s 500's 6oo•s 700 1 s 800ts 900's Total Total 
Mb Lc M L M L M L M L M L M L M L M L M L 
A 4 - 7 1 8 2 - - 8 l30 
- - 5 - 1 1 1' - 1 9 .39 
B - - 1 - 2 .3 1 - 5 12 
- -
2 
-
1 6 
- -
1 10 22 
c 2 
- 5 - - - - - - 7 I 
- - - -
1 
- - - -
1 8· 
D 
- - - -
2 1 
-
1 
- 4 
- - -
- 1 
- - - -
1 5 
E 
- -
-
- - - - -
2 2 
-
- - - - - -
-
-
0 2 
xd 1 - 2 ~ - 1 1 1 - 5 fU 
- - - -
1 6 1 
-
1 9 20 
Totals 7 - fl-5 1 1.3 7 2 1 ~0 ~6 
- - 7 - 5 1.3 2 - .3 .30 96 
~-
~o film titles were reported for the Dewey Decimal classification0-99 
~ost frequently requested films. ~ 
I 
~east frequently requested films. 
dx represents twenty individual producers, each with twenty individual 
film titles represented in the Preliminary Film Sample. All other letters 
refer to a single film-producing organization. 
l 
an average o~ mediocre film could beeome most frequently requested because 
of its artistic merit or the slickness of its physical production. To 
prevent such a p0ssibility, the study was designed so that each MFR film 
selected was matched with an LFR film made by the same producer and within 
the period from 1946 through 1956. 
The results of matching both categories of films for each producer 
are observable in Table $. In those instances where it was possible, films 
within the same Dewey Decimal classification were matched between categories 
An exact balance was struCk between categories for each producer resulting 
in a total of twenty-one films for each categGry, or a total of forty-two. 
Eliminated from this final sample of films were the twenty producers who 
had only one film represented in the tentative film sample as well as 
producer~' who had two films in the same MFR category. The other 
substantial elimination of a number of cases occurred with producer !· In 
this instance the nine LFR films could be matched only by nine MFR films 
although thirty were available. Even though the design of the study 
required the exclusion of twenty-one cases, a substantial advantage 
resulted in the selection of matching films. In one pairing, the same 
series of six films yieldeci an MFR as well as an LFR case. It was notice-
able as the study progressed that within the largest producing companies 
there was an organization and routine of pre-production planning that may 
have been reflected almost as well by an analysis of eighteen cases as 
of thirty-nine. 
Classification of films according to the Dewey Decimal system 
assisted in the matching procedure when there was a choice to be made. 
However, the classification of films according to the Dewey Decimal system 
did not result in reduction of the number of films in the final samnle 
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TABLES 
THE FINAL FILM SAMPLE ACCORDING TO 
PRODUCER AND DEWEY DECIMAL CLASSIFICATION 
Dewey Decimal Classification in 100 1 s 
Pro- Com-
ducer bined 
ICL100 1 s 200 1s .3001 s 400 1s 500's 600•s . 700 1s soo•s 900 1 s Total Total 
Mo Lc M L M L M L M L M L M L M L M L M L 
A - - 5 1 1 1 - - 1 9 
- - 5 - 1 1 1 - l 9 lS 
B 
- - - -
1 3 1 - 5 10 
- -
2 
-
l 6 - - 1 10 20 
c - - 1 - - - - - - l 
- - - -
1 
- - - -
l 2 
D 
- - - -
1 
- - - -
l 
- - - -
'1 
-
- - -
1 2 
Totals 
- -
6 l .3 4 1 - 6 ~1 
- -
7 - 4 7 l - 2 21 42 
aNo film titles were reported for the Dewey Decimal classification 0-99 
9Most frequently requesteq films. 
~east frequently requested films. 
-
- - II II 
J ~0 t.•.- . 
Reliability of Interviews 
In the third phase of the study interviews were carried out with 
people who had participated in the decision to produce each of the films 
in the final sample. A second interview was carried out for approximately 
each fourth film in order to determine the reliability of the data being 
obtained. This interview was held with a second and different person who 
shared in the decision to produce each of ten films selected at random 
from the film sample. Comparison of the data obtained in these twenty 
interviews has been made in Table 9, ttAgreement Between Interviews.n 
In Table 9 the figure Q indicates agreement between the two interviews 
concerning a factor that influenced the decision to produce a film. vfuere 
here was disagreement, the figure! indicates a orie-step disagreement 
etween the sources of data. A figure 2 indicates a two-step disagreement 
etween the sources and is the maximum amount of disagreement possible on 
he third-degree scale. When the disagreement with the'first interview 
data was to the right and toward the "unimportant influencen mark on the 
!iegree-of-influence scale, a plus sign prefaces the figure. A minus sign 
· ndicates that there was disagreement toward the nmajor influence11 mark and 
o the left of the data reported in the first interview. 
Each factor was compared as indicated above for ten cases. When the 
omparisons had been made and represented in tabular form, computations for 
he deviations in each factor row in each unit were made and given the 
esignations VAl, VA2, VAJ, etc. 
VAl represents the sum of the deviations squared in the factor row 
ivided by ten, the number of comparisons in the table. This statistic, 
J b_ 
TABLE 9 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN INTERVTh-wsa 
' 
~· Totals . t 1 ·• 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 v s M 
A 
1 +1 +1 0 0 +1 +1 0 0 -1 +1 .6 -77 +.4 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 .1 .32 -.1 
3 +2 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -1 +1 0 .7 .84 +.1 
4 -1 0 -1 0 0 0 -2 +1 +1 0 .8 .$$1 -.2 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 -1 0 0 -1 -1 0 0 0 -1 .4 .63 -.4 
8 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 .2 -45 +.2 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 0 -1 0 0 -1 -1 0 0 -1 -1 .5 • 70:. -.5 
11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
B 
1 -1 0 0 +1 0 0 +1 -1 0 0 .4 .63 0 
2 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1 .32 -.1 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 -4 .63 +.2 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 .1 .32 -.1 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 .1 .32 + .. 1 
6 +1 -1 0 -1 -1 -1 -1 +2 0 -1 1.1 1.05 -.3 
7 0 +1 0 0 +1 +1 0 +1 0 +1 .5 .71 +.5 
8 +1 0 -1 +1 0 0 0 +2 0 0 -7 .84 +.3 
9 0 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 +1 0 -1 .7 .84 -.5 
10 0 -1 0 0 +1 +1 -1 0 -2 +1 .9 .• 95 -.1 
c 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 0 -4 .63 +.2 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o· 0 0 
7 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 -1 0 .2 -45 -.2 
8 0 +1 0 0 +1 +1 0 0 0 +1 .4 .63 +.4 
~This table indicates the amount of agreement between two different · 
people who shared in the decision to produce a given film for ten cases 
selected at random from the total film sample. 
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TABLE 9 (continued) 
~ Totals o. ()'nit · 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 v I s M ! 
D 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 +l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .l .32 +.1 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E 
l +1 -1 0 0 -1 -1 0 +l +2 -1 1.0 1.0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 +1 0 0 +l +1 0 -l +l +1 .6 -77 +.Y. 
4 0 +l 0 0 +l +1 0 0 0 +l .4 .63 +.4 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 +2 0 .5 .71 +.3 
6 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 +1 -l 0 .3 .55 -.l 
7 0 -1 0 +l -l -1 0 -l 0 -1 .6 .77 -.4 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F 
l 0 0 0 +1 0 0 +1 0 0 0 .2 .45 +.2 
2 0 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1 .32 +.1 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 -1 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2 .45 0 
6 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .l .32 -.1 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 -1 -1 0 0 0 +1 0 0 .3 .55 -.1 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2 .4 .63 -.2 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ll 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o· 0 0 
17 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 0 .4 .63 +.2 
' 
' 
' 
L ~ 
TABLE 9 (continued) 
~· Totals .. t 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 v s M 
G 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 .4 .63 +.2 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 .1 .32 -.1 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 
-4 .63 +.2 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 .4 .63 +.2 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 .1 .32 -.1 
H 
1 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 0 .5 .71 +.3 
2 0 -1 0 -1 -1 -1 0 0 -1 -1 .6 
-77 -.6 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 0 .4 .63 +.2 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 +1 -1 0 0 -1 -1 -1 0 -1 -1 .7 .84 ..,...5 
6 0 +1 0 0 +1 +1 0 0 0 +1 .4 .63 +.4 
I 
1 +1 -1 0 -1 -1 -1 -1 +1 0 -1 .8 .8$ -~4 
2 0 -1 0 0 -1 -1 0 0 0 -1 .4 .63 -.4 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 :-1 +1 0 0 .2 .45 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 -1 0 -1 -1 -1 0 0 0 -1. .5 .71 -.5 
6 -1 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2 .45 -.2 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J 
1 0 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1 .32 +.1 
2 -1 -1 0 0 -1 -1 0 +2 -1 -1 1.0 1.0 -.4 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 +1 0 .2 .45 0 
4 0 -1 0 0 -1 -1 0 +1 +1 -1 .6 .77 -.2 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0· 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 +2 0 .5 .71 +.3 
8 0 +1 0 -1 +1 +1 0 +1 0 +1 .6 .77 +.4 
9 0 +1 0 0 +1 +1 0 0 0 +1 .4 .63 +.4 
10 0 -1 0 0 -1 -1 0 -1 -1 -1 .6 .77 -.6 
. 
Jl 
corresponding to a variance, gives a measure of the amount of agreement 
in a given row. 
VA represents the sum of the V computations for the factor rows in 
unit A divided by fourteen, the number of factor rows in the unit. This 
computation gives a measure of agreement for unit A. 
VT represents the sum of the V computations for each unit multiplied 
by the number of factor rows in the unit and divided by ninety-four, the 
number of factor rows in the checklist. 
The formula for VAl is as follows: 
2 2 2 d 2 
vAl = dl + d2 + d3 + • • • + 10 
10 
= 
VA2, VAJ' and other formulas for all the factor rows were similarly 
obtained. 
The formula for the V of unit A is as follows: 
VA = VAl+ VA2 + VA3 + ••• + VA14 
14 
For unit B the formula is: 
VB = VBl + VB2 + VB3 + ••• + VBlO 
10 
Formulas for the other units were similarly obtained. 
The formula for the V of the checklist, ( VT ), is represented: 
VT = 14VA + lOVB + Bvc + 6VD + BVE + 17VF + SVG + 6VH + 7Vr + lOVJ 
94 
An example of the computation for VAl is given as follows: 
Ld2 
10 
= (+ 1)2+ (+1)2+ 02+ 02+ (+1)2+ (+1)2+ 02+ 02+(-1)2+(+1)2 
10 
6 
= -m = .6 
An example of the computation for VA follows: 
VAl + V A2 + V A3 + • •.• + V Al4 
14 
= 
.6+.1+.'7-+.S+O+O+ .4+ .2 +0 +. 5 +0 + 0 + 0 +0 
3
•
3 
= 236 
= 14 . 
The computation for VT is: 
14 
~+~+%+~+~+~+~+~+~+~ 
~ 94 
= jl4(.236)+10( .5)+S( .125)+6( .Ol7)+S( .425)~~) 
~7(~)+S(.l75)+6(.433)+7(.3)+10(.4) J\~ 
= 24.6 = 262 
• 94 
In the case of the factor rows the computation for VAl would have been 
zero if there had been perfect agreement for each of the ten comparisons. 
If there had been maximum disagreement for each of the ten comparisons, the 
computation for VAl would have been four. The actual computation for VAl 
was .6 and reflects six disagreements of one degree in ten comparisons. 
Had the deviations not been squared, the plus and minus characteristics of 
the deviations would have combined to give an inaccurate measure of the 
amount of agreement. 
J 
In the case of the units, the computation for VA would have been 
zero if there had been perfect agreement for all the comparisons in the 
unit. Had there been maximum disagreement for each comparison, the 
computation for VA would have been four. The actual computation for VA' 
.236, reflects a measure of agreement not distorted by the plus and minus 
characteristics of the deviations within the unit. 
For the checklist the computation for VT would have had the. same 
possible limits as VAl and VA extending from zero, when there was perfect 
agreement, to four, when there was ma:x:imum disagreement. Again, squaring 
all of the plus and minus deviations in the checklist eliminated any 
distortion in the measure of agreement. 
Although the statistics for the V column in Table 9 have not been 
used in analyzing data, their computation was necessary in order to develop 
the measures for the S column. Explanations for the measures of S follow 
immediately. 
'The Measures of Absolute Difference: 
The next statistic developed, SAl' represents the square root of 
VAl; sA2, the square root of VA2; etc. This statistic, corresponding to a 
standard deviation was designated a Measure of Absolute Difference since it 
indicated the amount of difference that existed for the £actor rows. For 
the units SA represents the square root .of VA; SB, the square root of 
VB; etc. 
For the checklist ST represents the square root of VT. 
J 
The formulas with examples.follow for the Measures of Absolute 
Difference: 
= f.6 = .77 
and similarly for SA2, sA3, etc. 
= ~ 
= = -49 
ST = 'fV,; 
= v.262 = .51 
In the event that there were perfect agreement for all of the com-
parisons in a factor row, for the comparisons iri a complete unit, or for 
all the comparisons on the checklist, the S of the factor row, the S of the 
~t, or the S of the checklist would have been zero. If there were 
:max:tmum disagreement for all comparisons, all of the Measures of Absolute 
~ifference, represented by SAl, SA' or ST' would have been two. Comparison 
of these measures with others has been made in a subsequent table after 
presentation of the formulas and examples of a second group of measures, 
~he Measures of Direction of Difference. 
The Measures of Direction of Difference: 
A third statistic developed for each row of comparisons of factors 
added the algebraic values of the differences and divided by ten' the number 
/ 
J ~ 
of cases. This statistic was designated as a Measure of Direction of 
Difference, M, since it indicated the direction that differences between 
interviews took on the rating scale. 
The formula with an example for the measure of a row of comparisons 
of factors is given as follows: 
MAl = ~ + d2 + d3 + • • • + ~0 
10 
= 
= (+1)+(+1)+0+0+(+1)+(+1)+0+0+(-1)+(+1) 
10 
4 
= 10 = .4 
MA2, MAJ' etc., were computed similarly. 
For the units, the following formulas and examples are given: 
== 
= 
MAl + MA2 + MA3 + • • • + MA14 
14• 
( +.4)+( -.1)+( +.1)+( -.2)+0+0+( -.4)+(-n2)+0+( --. 5)+Gl+O+O+(}. :.J 
14 
= 145 = -.036 
For unit B: 
MB == MBl + MB2 + MB3 + • • • + :t-~10 
10 
= 0+(-.1)+(+.2)+(-.1)+(+.1)+(-.3)+(+.5)+(+.3)+(-.5)+(-.1) 
10 
0 
== IO =o 
, MD, etc., were col]lputed similarly. 
;:< 
For the checklist, the following formula and example are given: 
M.r = 14M A+ 10MB+8Mc;+6MD+8~+ 17MF+8Ma.+6Mtr+ .?MI+ lOMJ 
94 
=··.r 14(-.036)+10(0)+. 8( +.05)+6(+.017)+8(+.062)~ 
~7(+.006)+8(+.05)+6(-.033)+7(-.214)+10(0) ~ 
-.7 
= 94 = -.007 
c9t ) 
In the event that there were perfect agreement for all comparisons in 
a row, unit, or in the checklist, the Measure of Direction of Difference 
for each would have been zero. If all of the comparisons with the first 
source of data were ma.:x::i.mum. disagreements toward the right or 11unimportant11 
rating on the three-degree scale, each Measure of Direction of Difference 
would have been +2. If all of the comparisons with the first source of data 
were maximum disagreements toward the left or llmajoru rating on the scale, 
each Measure of Direction of Difference would have been -2. 
Comparisons of Measures: 
The comparia:ms presented in Table 9 have been summarized in unit 
measures in Table 9A, nsu:mma.ry of Data Concerning Agreement between 
Interviews.n 
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TABLE 9A 
SUMMARY OF DATA CONCERNING AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN INTERVIEWS 
Statisticsfor Units Ld2 Ld v 
A 3.3 -.5 .236 
B 5.0 0 .500 
0 1.0 +.4 .125 
D .1 +.1 .017 
E 3.4 +.5 .425 
F 1.7 +.1 .100 
G 1.4 +.4 .175 
H 2.6 -.2 
-433 
I 2.1 -ill. 5 .300 
J 4.0 0 .400 
s M 
.. 
.49 -.036 
.'7J_ 0 
.35 +.050 
.13 +.017 
.65 +.062 
.32 +.006 
·42 +.05 
.66 
-.033 
.55 -.214 
.63 0 
Examination of the statistics for the units indicates that the 
Measure of Absolute Difference, S, for the units has a small range. In 
analyzing the lower measures in the S column,-the writer has observed that 
both units D and F represent areas in which factors were rated consistently 
as "unimportant" influences •1 However, the higher measures do not indicate 
units in which factors were rated consistently as ttsome11 or "major" 
influences. Since the unit measures are distributed so closely for S and 
the probability of some error exists for the measure, the writer has con-
eluded that the Measures of Absolute Difference for the units indicate 
little difference can be measured among the various units. The Measures 
of Direction of Difference, column M, indicate no tendency for either 
source of data to rate influences higher or lower on the scale. 
The data presented in Tables 9 and 9A are compared further in Table 10 
lAppendix R 
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Jl 
with the statistics for the checklist. 
TABLE 10 
COMPARISON OF MEASURES OF ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE 
AND DIRECTION BETt~ TWO SOURCES OF DATA 
v s 
Possible Limits 0 to 4 0 to 2 
Actual Limits 
M 
-2 to +2 
Factors 0 to 1.1 0 to 1.05 -.60 to +.50 
Units .017 to .50 .13 to .?l -.21 to +.06 
Checklist .26 .51 -.00~ 
From the comparisons presented in the above table, the Measures of 
Absolute Difference (S column) indicate that some disagreement exists 
between sources about the influence of certain factors as well as about the 
influence of certain units of factors. The Measures of Direction of 
Difference (M column) indicate, however, little or no tendency for one 
source to rate factors consistently higher or lower on the scale than the 
other. 
Examination of columns in Table 9 indicates that there is no con-
sistent disagreement between two interviews for a given case throughout the 
entire list of factors. On the other hand, examination of rows indicates 
that there can be considerable consistency in either agreement or disagree-
ment for a given row. Thirty-seven factors representing 40 per cent of all 
factors indicated complete agreement for all comparisons between two sources 
according to their Measures of Absolute Difference. 
The general assessment of the reliability of the data obtained by 
means of an interview and checklist is· suggested by Bingham who states; 
The rating scale as an aid to the personal interview 
in industry has had its ups and downs. It is now commonly 
recognized to be a rough tool rather than an instrument 
of precision, ·a device1 to focus attention on essential characteristics. • • • 
In this study only broad measures of influence were sought because of the 
recommendations of film producers and actual unsatisfactory interview 
experiences in trial runs with more refined scales. Further, as far as 
this writer and the authorities on the instructional film who participated 
in the research knew, this study is the first attempt to identify and 
assess these educational factors. 
The distribution of the Measures of Direction of Difference for 
individual factors indicates, in conjunction with the mean of the measure, 
that there is no apparent tendency for one source of data to check items 
consistently either higher or lower on the rating scale. In Table 9, 
column M, twenty-six items have measures of direction that are negative; 
twenty-six items have measures that are positive; and forty-two items have 
zero measures. 
An examination of all of the comparisons of the two groups of ten 
cases compared shows that there were 940 individual responses for each group 
These 940 comparisons are analyzed in Table 11 according to the extent of 
their agreement on the rating scale. 
lw. Bingham and B. Moore, How to Interview (New York: Harper and 
Brothers, 1941), P• 103. 
• 
J 
TABLE 11 
DISTRIBUTION OF COMPARlSONS BETWEEN TwU SOURCES OF DATA 
0 1 2 Total 
A ll3 25 2 140 
B 62 34 4 100 
c 73 6 1 so 
D 59 1 0 60 
E 52 26 2 so 
F 159 9 2 170 
G 75 2 -3 so 
H 40 18 2 60 
I 49 21 0 70 
J 66 32 2 100 
Total No. 748 174 18 940 
Per Cent 80% 18% 2% 100 
In the above table all of the 940 comparisons are presented according 
to the number of exact agreements, one-degree differences, and two-degree 
differences for all of the oomparisons within each unit. 
There are 192 individual comparisons in which some degree of disa-
greement exists. This is twenty per cent of the total number of comparisons 
Thus, 748, or eighty per cent of the comparisons, agree exactly. Of the 
twenty per cent that did not agree, eighteen per cent disagreed by one 
measure on the scale. Two per cent, or eighteen items, disagreed by two 
measures on the scale. 
After examining all of the data provided in the preceding three 
tables, the writer has considered that the data. provided in these interviews 
were reliable. Comparisons of units indicate that there are some in which 
J 
I 
the measure of difference is higher than others. When the one-degree differ 
ence is considered as a subjective estimate of a degree of influence, 
however, the total amount of disagreement must be considered rather low. 
This assumption is supported by Kinsey's findings that reliability 
between a first. and second interview varied from a correlation of .40 to 
.90, depending upon the item under consideration. Bingham has indicated 
that a correlation between two different interviews seeking the same data 
was .70. These findings concerning interview reliability are indications 
that an extremely high correlation between two sources of data via the 
interview would be unlikely. Although a statistical correlation was not 
attempted because of the size of the sample,1 the generalizations relative 
to reliability of interviews remain pertinent. It remains that the inter-
view can be reliable, according to these authorities, when it is used 
appropriately. Data reported in Tables 9, 9A, 10, and ll give satisfactory 
evidence of this reliability in the opinion of the writer. 
Reliability of Interpretation of Interview Recordings: 
In comparing two sets of checklists made from the same tape record-
ings by two different people, the same procedure was followed that was 
employed in the preceding section. In this instance the interpretations 
made from the tape-recorded interviews by the writer were compared with 
those made by a second person with similar experience, background, and 
position.2 As a result, all responses for all forty-two cases were compared, 
a total of 3,948 comparisons. 
lonly 10 comparisons in Table 9 and 21 comparisons in Table 12. 
2Franeis J. Sullivan, Director, Audio-Visual Center, Willimantic 
~eachers College, Williman~ic, Connecticut. 
J 
1 
In Table 12 the agreement is shown between two interpretations by 
different people of the same recorded interviews. · As in Table 9, Q in-
dicates agreement between interpretations, 1 indicates a one-degree 
difference on the rating scale, and _g indicates a two-degree difference. 
l~en the disagreement with the first interpretation of data was to the 
right and toward the "unimportant influencen mark on the degree of 
influence scale, a plus sign prefaces the figure. A minus sign indicates 
that there was disagreement toward the nmajor influence" mark and to the 
left of the data reported in the first interpretation. Each factor was 
compared for forty-two cases. When the comparisons had been made and 
presented in tabular form, a computation for the.deviations in each factor 
row was listed in the column designated I in Table 12. 
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TABLE 12 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN INTERPRETATIONS OF DATA-9-
Unit 
I Case 
No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 a 9 10 11 12 
A 
1 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 -1 +1 0 +1 0 0 0 +2 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 +2 0 0 0 0 +2 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 +1 +2 0 0 0 0 0 
a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 -1 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
B 
1 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 +2 0 0 0 0 
2 +1 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 -2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 
6 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
a -2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 o. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 0 
c 
1 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 +2 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
a +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~his table indicates the amount o:f agreement between two interpreta-
tions o:f data by different people who have the same professional back-
ground, experience, and position. 
I 
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TABLE 12 (continued) 
Unit 
[Case 
No. 13 14 15 16 17 1B 19 20 21 22 23 24 
A 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 +l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
B 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 -1 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 0 
B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 0 
c 
1 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o~ 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 o· 0 0 0 
B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 
,-
1 
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TABLE 12 (continued) 
I Case 
Unit No. 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 
A 
1 0 0 +2 0 0 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 +2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 +2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 -1 +2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 -1 +1 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 
B 
1 -1 0 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 +1 0 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 -1 +2 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 0 +1 +2 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 
10 0 0 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
c 
1 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 +1 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. 
1 
J 
TABlE 12 (continued) 
Unit I Case No. 37 38 39 40 41 42 v s M 
A 
1 0 0 0 -2 0 0 .4286 .65 -.047 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2857 .53 +.095 
4 +1 0 0 +2 0 0 .4048 .64 +.22 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1190 .34 +.024 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2143 .46 +.024 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0714 .27 -.024 
B 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1904 .44 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2143 .46 -.024 
3 0 0 -1 0 0 0 .0238 .15 -.024 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 -1 0 0 0 .2381 .49 -.14 
6 0 0 -1 0 0 0 .2143 .46 +.024 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0476 .22 +.047 
8 0 0 0 -2 0 0 .4286 .65 -.095 
9 0 0 0 -2 0 0 .1190 .35 -.071 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1667 .Ui),. +.024 
c 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2381 .49 +.095 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0714 .27 +.024 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0238 .15 -.G24 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0238 .15 -.024 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0238 .15 -.024 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0238 .15 +.024 
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TABLE 12 (continued) 
~Case 
Unit No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
D 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 +2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 +2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F 
1 -1 0 -1 0 -1 0 -1 +1 -1 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 -1 _o 0 +1 0 0 0 0 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
17 0 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
\ 
TABLE 12 (continued) 
Unit 
lease 
No. 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
D 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E 
:L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 +2 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F 
1 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 
1 ~ 
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TABLE 12 (continued) 
lease 
Unit No. 25 26 27 2S 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 
D 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E 
1 0 +2 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ' 
s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F 
1 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 -1 0 0 0 +l 0 +l 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 '0 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ll 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
17 0 +2 0 +2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 
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TABLE 12 (continued) 
'Case 
Unit No. 37 38 39 40 41 42 v s M 
D 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0238 .15 +.024 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1190 .35 +.071 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0238 .15 +.024 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 .3095 .56 +.17 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2143 .46 +.12 
5 0 0 -1 0 0 0 .0476 .22 0 
6 0 0 0 -1 0 0 .0476 .22 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0952 .31 +.047 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2381 .49 -.14 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·o 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1905 .44 -.047 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0952 .31 -.047 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1190 .35 -.024 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0476 .22 0 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0238 .15 -.024 
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
17 0 0 0 0 0 0 .3095 .56 +.17 
........... : 
I I 
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TABLE 12 (continued) 
rcase 
Unit No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
G 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 +2 0 0 0 0 
~ 
1 0 -1 0 -1 -1 -1 0 +1 -1 0 0 0 
2 0 -1 -2 -1 -1 -2 0· +1 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 .o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~ 
1 0 0 +1 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 
2 -1 0 -1 0 -2 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 0 0 0 
~ 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 -1 0 -1 0 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 
3 0 -1 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 +1 0 0 0 0 
5 0 -1 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 -2 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 
ll lb_ 
TABLE 12 (continued) 
I Case 
Unit No. 13 l4 15 16 1_7 18 19 20 21 22 2_1_ 24 
G 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 
H 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 0 
I 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 -2 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +1 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 -1 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2 0 
1 I 
• 
TABLE 12 (continued) 
lease 
Unit No. 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 
G 
1- 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
H 
1 -1 0 +1 0 -1 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 
2 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I 
1 0 0 +1 0 0 0 +2 0 0 0 0 0 
2 -2 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 -2 -1 0 0 0 -2 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 +2 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 0 
J 
1 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 +1 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 +1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 0 0 +1 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
lb 
TABLE 12 (continued) 
I Case 
Unit No. 37 38 39 40 41 42 v s M 
G 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1667 .u +.12 
H 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.3333 .58 -.19 
2 0 0 0 -1 0 0 
·4524 .67 -.26 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0476 .22 +.047 
I 
1 +1 0 0 -1 0 0 .2143 .46 +.071 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 .4048 .64 -.26 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0238 .15 +.024 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0238 .15 -.024 
5 +1 0 0 0 0 0 .0714 .27 +.024 
.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 .3333 .58 -.19 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2857 .53 +.047 
J 
1 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 .0238 .15 -.024 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 .ll90 .35 -.024 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0476 .22 -.047 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0714 .27 +.024 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0476 .22 -.047 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0714 .27 -.071 
9 0 0 0 0 0· 0 .0476 .22 -.047 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2619 .51 -.071 
I II~ 
J 
VAl' VA' and VT are defined exactly as they were in the preceding 
section.1 However, the formulas for the factor rows of these statistics 
differ in both the number of deviations and the number of comparisons 
as follows: 
2 2 2 2 
= ~ + d2 + d3 + ••• + d42 
42 
= 
VA2' VAJ' and other computations for all the factor rows were 
obtained similarly. 
The formula for unit A was obtained as follows: 
VA = VAl+ VA2 + VA3 + •• • + VA14 
14 
For unit B the formula was obtained as follows: 
VB = VBl + VB2 + VB3 + • • • + VBlO 
10 
Formulas for units c, D, etc., were obtained similarly. 
The formula and computation for the V of the checklist (VT) are 
represented: 
= 
= 
= 
14VA+l0VB+ 8V0 +6VD+81$+ 17VF+8VG+6VH+7Vr + lOVJ 
94 
[14< .1088)+10( .1943)+8( .0506)+6( .004)+8( .!LQ(j1;l:):[ (914 ) 
1:7(.0602)+8(.0208)+6(.1389)+7(.1939)+10(.06902J 
'8. 2l4J:.~ == • 0888 
94 
1Above, p. 50 and P• 54 
I 
In "the previous sec-tion dealing w.i."th "Reliabili-ty o:f In"terv:i.ews11 
"the measures :for VAl' VA, and VT were described in de-tail wi-th par-ticular 
reference to their possible limi-ts. 
The Measures o:f Absolu-te Difference; 
In "the second s-ta-tis-tic developed, SAl represen-ts "the square root, o:f 
VAl; SA2, the square root, o:f VA2; e-tc. The s-ta-tistic, S, corresponding 
"to a s-tandard devia-tion, was designated a Measure o:f Absolu-te Difference in 
"the same way "that it was es-tablished in "the ~eceding sec-tion. 
The :formulas wi-th examples :for the S column and statis-tics :follow; 
SA2, 
SA 
~' 
ST 
= ~VAl 
= ~.429 
= .6547 
SA.3' etc., were similarly ob-tained. 
= K 
= V :~l.08S = .33 
sc, e-tc., were similarly ob-tained 
= vv:;-
= ~ .089.8 = .~0 
I~ 
II 
Jl 
1 
As described in the previous section, the value for SAl, SA' or ST 
would have been ~ero if there were perfect agreement for all the comparisons 
associated with each statistic. If there were maximum disagreement, all 
measures would have been two. Again, comparison of these measures with 
others has been made in a subsequent table after the presentation of the 
formulas for a second group of measures, the Measures of Direction of 
Difference. 
The Measures of Direction of Difference: 
The third statistic developed for each row of factors in Table 12 
added the algebraic values of the differences for each comparison and 
divided by 42, the number of cases. This statistic was designated a 
Measure of Direction of Difference, M, as it was in Table 9, since it 
indicated the direction that differences between interviews took on the 
rating scale • 
. The formula for the measure of a row of comparison of factors is as 
follows: 
= 
~ + d2 + d3 + • • • + d42 
42 
MA2, MAJ' etc., have similar formulas. 
= 
For the units, the following formulas were obtained: 
MA = MAl + MA2 + MA3 + ·.. +MA14 
14 
M.d 
MB = MBl + MB2 + MB3 + • • • + MBlO 
10 
M0, MD' etc., have ~imilar formulas. 
II~ 
For the checklist the following formula and computation were made: 
M.r = llJMA + 10~ + 8M0 + ~ + ~ + 1~ + 8MG + 6~ + '7M:r + 101'IJ 
94 
= 
= 
f:L4c+.o21)+lo(-.o26)+sc+.oo9)+6C+.oo4)+sc+.o54~ 
~(-.oo7)+8(+.0l5)+6(-.067)+7(-.044)+10(-.o3Jl.J 
-.454 = -.005 
94 
1 ("§4) 
Some examples have been omitted since similar examples have been given in 
the preceding section, ttReliability of Interviews." 
The Measures of Direction of Difference for this section perform the 
same functions within the same limits described for these measures in the 
preceding section. 
Comparisons have been swmmarized in unit measures in the summary of 
statistics in Table 12A. Examination of the statistics for the units 
indicates that the Measures of Absolute Value (S column) for the units 
extend from .06 to .44. Since the measures for the units are so close in 
distance, no interpretation of the data among units see.ms justified for 
the Measure of Absolute Value. 
(' 
81. 
J 02 
TABLE 12A 
SUMMARY OF DATA PRESENTED IN AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN INTERPRETATIONS 
Unit Ld2 Ld v s M 
A 1.52.38 +12. .1088 • .3.3 +.021 
B 1.6428 -11. .16Zt:.3 .40 -.026 
c .4047 + ,3. .0506 .~$' +.009 
D .02.38 + 1. .0040 .06.3 +.004 
E .8570 +18. .!L~'?-1~ .33 +.054 
F 1.02.37 
- 5· .0602 .25 -.007 
G .1667 + 5. .0208 .14 +.015 
H .83.33 -17. .1.389 .37 -.067 
I 1.3571 -13. .1939 .44' -.044 
J .690.3 -13. .0690 .26 -.031 
The Measures of Direction of Difference (M column) for the units 
extend from -.07 to +.05 with five plus measures and five minus measures. 
Again, the close distribution of these scores around the :~ere point on the 
scale prevents any interpretation being made among unit scores. 
Comparisons of Measures: 
In comparing the several measures in Table 13, the Measures of AbsolutE 
Difference (S column) indicate relatively little disagreement between two 
interpretations of data for the factors, unit, or the checklist. 
f 
Jl 
TABLE 1.3 
COMPARISONS OF MEASURES OF ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE AND 
DIRECTION BETWEEN TWO INTERPRETATIONS OF DATA 
v s M 
Possible Limits 0 to 4 0 to 2 -2 to 
Actual Limits 
Factors 0 to 
-4524 0 to .67 -.26 to 
Units .0040 to .19.39 .0:6 to 
-414 -.07 to 
Checklist .08$$ .!10 -.005 
+2 
+.22 
+.05 
The Measure of Direction of Difference has an extremely narrow 
distance between the limits of its measures for both units and factors. 
The Measure of Direction of Difference for the checklist indicates that 
there was no tendency for one interpretation to be checked consistently to 
the left or to the right of the other. 
An examination of all of the comparisons of the two interpretations 
of forty-two cases shows that .3, 948 individual comparisons were made. 
These .3,948 comparisons are analyzed in Table 14 according to the extent 
of their agreement. 
J 
TABLE 14 
DISTRIBU!l'!ON-OF- :-coWP:lffi!SOiifS . SE1'WEEN~--TWO. INTERPRETATIONS OF DATA 
0 1 2 Total 
A 560 16 12 588 
B 385 24 ll 420 
c 325 9 2 336 
D 251 1 0 252 
E 318 12 6 336 
F 689 19 6 714 
G 332 3 1 336 
H 229 19 4 252 
I 267 17 10 294 
J 397 21 2 420 
Total No. 3,753 141 54 .3,948 
Per Cent 95% 4% 1% 100% 
In the above table, Q indicates complete agreement between interpre-
tations; .3,753 comparisons, or 95%, indicate that there were no differences 
between interpretations; 141 comparisons, or 4%, indicate a one-degree 
difference in interpretation; and 54, or 1%, indicate a two-degree 
difference. As in the case of the data presented in Table 9, the writer 
has concluded that the interpretations are reliable. 
Where differences exist between interpretations for a factor, they 
have occurred probably because of the emotional tone rather than the factual 
content of the responses on the tape recordings. It should be observed that 
the quality of the recordings was high enough to permit distinct tonal 
shades to be recognized within a given interview. Although those interviewee 
11 I 
J 
I 
used a checklist and were asked to respond according to the scale on the 
list, occasional variations of response were enco~tered. In some 
instances, a person being interviewed wished to assign a factor between 
two points on the scale. In other instances, a response designated a 
degree of influence with so noticeable a lack of conviction that the 
interpreter felt obliged to listen to the emotional rather than the 
literal communication. K~ and Cannell support this interpretation as 
follows; 
Most of us ••• would undoubtedly discover similar 
discrepancies between what we thought ·was happening and 
what actually happened. Uhat someone was trying to tell 
us would turn out to have differed from what we took in. 
What he made of our communication would appear on re-
examination to have differed from what we intended to 
communicate.l 
In many cases the interviewer was able to clarify by defining or 
probing, but in some instances pressing for a more specific response could 
have affected adversely the remainder of the interview. In that infrequent 
situation the interviewer carried on without pressing the respondent since 
the recordings were available for clarification and interpretation at a 
later time. 
lKahn and Cannell, p. 5. 
II 
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Identification o£ Educational Factors 
When data £or the checklists had been tabulated, £actors we~e ranked 
according to their 11 combined in£luence11 score for each item o£ the sample 
a£ter weighting "major influencen checks as two, "some influenc~" checks 
as one, and "unimportant influence" checks as none. Since there were 
forty-two cases, the total for a particular £actor under this weighting 
procedure could have extended from a theoretical maximum o£ eighty-four to 
a minimum o£ zero. A mean o£ the "combined influence" scores was obtained 
from the sum o£ the Bcores divided by 94, the number of factors on the 
checklist. 
Factors were then identified by comparing their scores in Tables 15 
through 24 with the mean o£ the £actors in the unit and with the mean o£ 
all factors on the checklist, or the mean o£ all units. In those instances 
where a £actor score exceeds both the mean of its unit and the mean of all 
factors on the checklist, the factor has been identified as an influence. 
In those instances where the score o£ a £actor exceeds only one o£ the 
eans, the factor has been identified as a ttpossible influence.n When the 
score of a factor is below both means, it has been considered a negligible 
influence. 
Further statistical treatment of the 11 combined influenceu scores was 
ot undertaken since row totals had been weighted arbitrarily. Further.more, 
he relationship of the various factors had been established by ranking 
hem in tables for each unit according to their "combined influence" 
scores. 
11 II 
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The Chi Square Test Between Groups: 
Each factor total for the twenty-one interviews in the MFR category 
was compared with the factor total for the twenty-one interviews in the 
LFR category. Since each item was rated on a three-degree scale, the 
totals for a factor were distributed across the scale. Comparison of 
factors in the two categories involved more than comparison of two number 
totals. A series of three or, in some cases,. two numbers ··waa' compared 
with another series. The statistic employed to test these two series of 
numbers for independence was the Chi Square test •1 
= 
when: 
fi observed frequency 
Fi = expected frequency 
When the expected frequency was less than two for any particular cell 
in a comparison, cells were combined by putting nmajor11 or 11 some" cells 
together or by putting "somert and 11unimportant 11 cells together to form a 
two-by-two table. The Chi Square test with Yatest Correction was used with 
2 
all two-by-two tables. 
1w. Dixon and F. Massey, Introduction to Statistical Analysis 
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1951), p. 185. 
~. Walker and J. Lev, Statistical Inference (New York: Henry 
Holt and Company, 1953), pp. 105-107. 
Jl 
(lad- bcf - N/2) 2 N 
(a+b) (a+c) (b+d) (c+d) 
After the Chi Square calculation was made for the various tabulations, 
each computed value of Chi Square was compared to the appropriate value of 
Chi in Fisherts Table of Chi Square.1 Degrees of freedom were found from 
2 df = (r-1) ( c-1) where r equals rows in the table and c equals columns. 
For three-by-two tables, the degrees of freedom employed with the table 
were two; but in the case of two-by-two tables, there was one degree of 
freedom. 
The null hypothesis assumed· that for any given educational factor 
there was no significant difference in influence on the decision to 
produce between films that were most and least frequently requested. When 
the probability of the obtained Chi Square was less than .05, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Materials and Activities: 
The educational factors, "Textbooks (Al),n ncourses of study (A4), 11 
ncurriculum programs (A3), u and "Instructional films (A7) 11 are identified 
in Table 15 as factors that influence the decision to produce the two 
groups of films studied, since the scores of their "combined influencen 
exceed both the mean of the unit, 16.1, and the mean of the checklist, 8.9. 
nunits (A5)n with a weighted score of fifteen may be termed a llpossible 
lR. A. Fisher, Statistical Methods for Research Workers (Edinburgh 
and London: Oliver and Boyd, 1938), pp. 118-119 •. 
2H. Garrett, Statistics in Psychology and Education (New York 
and London: Longman, Greens and Company, 1947), p. 241. 
I~ 
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TABLE 15 
MATERIALS AND ACTIVITIES THAT INFLUENCED THE 
DECISION TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FILMSa 
Number of Interviews Reporting 
Level Educational 
Materials or 
Activities 
Unim- Chi of 
Signifi-
cance 
Major Some portant Combined Square 
Text books (Al) 
Courses of 
study (A4) 
Curriculum pro-
grams (A3) 
Instructional 
films (A7) 
Units (A5) 
Lesson plans (A6) 
Other (Al4) 
Television pro-
grams (All) 
Field trips (Al2) 
Filmstrips (A8) 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
MFR LFR MFR I LFR MFR I LFRD 
17 10 
17 ll 
10 12 
2 4 
4 2 
. . . ... 
1 
. . . . .. 
. . . . .. 
. . . . .. 
3 
5 
4 
1 
6 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
2 
1 
... 
4 ••• 
1 1 
1 1 
1 
4 
6 
15 
16 
15 
18 
8 
7 
6 
13 
17 
20 
20 
17 21 
20 20 
20 20 
60 
59 
52 
20 
15 
7 
5 
4 
2 
2 
<5% )5% 
7.259 X 
.681 X 
.809 X 
.OOQC X 
2.487c 
.oooc 
.oooc 
X 
X 
X 
arhis table indicates the number of interviews which identified 
educational materials and activities that influenced the decision to pro-
duce twenty-one most frequently requested and twenty-one least frequently 
requested films. Number of interviews are compared by item. as well to 
indicate whether interview differences exist between both groups of films. 
~umber of interviews reporting item for·twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR). 
c2 x 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
89 
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TABLE 15 (continued) 
MATERIAlS AND ACTIVITIES THAT INFLUENCED THE 
DECISION TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FIIMSa 
Number of Interviews Reporting 
Educational 
Materials or Unim- Chi 
Activities Major Som.e portant Combined Square 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
MFR ILFR MFR I LFR MFR I LFR0 
Exhibits (A9) ... . .. . . . . .. 21 21 0 .oooc 
On-the-job train-
ing (Al3) ... . .. ... . .. 21 21 0 .oooc 
Radio programs or 
recordings (AlO) ••• . .. . . . ••• 21 21 0 .oooc 
Tests (A2) ... . .. . . . . .. 21 21 0 .oooc 
Level 
of 
Signifi-
cance 
(5% )5% 
X 
X 
X 
X 
~his table indicates the number of interviews which identified 
educational materials and activities that influenced the decision to pro-
duce twenty-one most frequently requested and twenty-one least frequently 
requested films. Number of interviews are compared by item as well to 
indicate whether interview differences exist between both groups of films. 
bNumber of interviews reporting item for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR). 
c2 x 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
II 
J 
l 
influencen since it has a score that exceeds only the mean of the checklist. 
The other factors in this section appear to have little or no influence on 
the decisions of film producers. 
At this point it is important to note that these several items of un-
important influence may have potentially as much merit or meaning as do the 
factors that have been identified as influences. When the checklists were 
c·onstructed, both film producers and audio-visual specialists in education 
participated. The latter were asked to indicate what educational factors 
actually influencedthe decision to produce as well as what factors should 
influence this decision. Unimportant influences, in some cases, could be 
interpreted as potential educational factors that should be influencing the 
decision to produce, but which are in practice of consistently little 
influence. The 11Field trip (Al2) n in Table 15 is one example of an educa-
tional factor that is of little infl~ence, although the instructional film 
can span the space and compress the time that prevent field trips from 
being used more widely in instruction. 
Only one factor with a large score of "combined influence" in this 
unit on materials and activities is significantly different at the five 
per cent level when the Chi Square statistic is applied. trTextb0oks (Al), 11 
the significantly different factor, is identified also as an educational 
factor that influences the decision to produce. 
Expert Opinion: 
"Reports by your consultants (B6),rr ffPublications concerned with 
subjects (B2)," and rtTeacher polls (B8)tt are identified in Table 16 as the 
sources of opinion that influence the decision to produce, since their 
scores of ncombined influence" exceed the mean of Unit B ll.8. as well as 
92 
TABLE 16 
EXPERT OPINIONS THAT INFLUENCED THE DECISION TO 
PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FILMSa 
Number of Interviews Reporting 
Sources of Level 
Expert Unim- Chi of 
Opinion Major Some portant Combined Square Signifi-
Influence Influence Influence Influence cance 
MFR LFR MFR I LFR MFR!LFRb <5~ )5%_ 
Reports by your 
consultants ( B6) 12 4 3 4 6 13 39 6.722 X 
Publications 
concerned with 
subjects (B2) 5 5 2 1 14 15 23 .oooc X 
Teacher polls (BS) 3 2 2 2 16 17 14 .230 X 
Publications 
concerned with 
curriculum (Bl) 3 ... 1 3 17 lS 10 .oooc X 
Speeches (B3) 1 2 3 1 17 18 10 .oooc X 
Other (BlO) 1 1 2 1 18 19 7 .oooc X 
Reports by educa-
tional associa-
tions or 
agencies (B7) ... 1 3 1 18 19 6 .oooc X 
Findings of 
conferences (B5) 1 1 1 ••• 19 20 5 .oooc X 
~his table indicates the number of interviews which identified 
expert opinions that influenced the decision to produce twenty-one most 
frequently r~quested and twenty-one least frequently requested films. 
Number of interviews are compared by item as well to indicate whether 
interview differences exist between both groups of films. 
bNumber of interviews reporting item for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR) • 
c2 x 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
I 
TABLE 16 (continued) 
EXPERT OPINIONS THAT INFLUENCED THE DECISION TO 
PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FILMSa 
Number of Interviews ReportinJ<: 
Sources of Level 
Expert Unim- Chi of 
Opinion Major Some portant Combine~ Square Signifi-
Influence Influence Influence Influence cance 
MFR LFR MFR I LFR MFR I LFRb <5% >5% 
Reports by audio-
visual 
directors (B9) . . . ... 3 . .. IS 21 3 l.436c 
Findings of 
workshops (B4) . . . . ... 1 ... 20 21 1 .oooc 
~his table indicates the number of interviews which identified 
expert opinions that influenced the decision to produce twenty-one most 
frequently requested and twenty-one least frequently requested films. 
Number of interviews are compared by item as well to indicate whether 
interview differences exist between both groups of films. 
X 
X 
hmumber of interviews ·reporting ite.m for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (IFR) and twenty-one most frequently requeste~ films (MFR). 
c2 x 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
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the mean of the checklist. (Hereafter, the mean of the checklist will 
be designated Mu_). "Publications concerned With curriculum (Bl) n and 
ttSpeeches (B3)" have scores o:f 11 combined influencett that exceed only the 
Mu_ and, therefore, may be considered as "possible influences.tt The 
relatively unimportant influence of 11Findings of workshops (B4)n and 
llFindings of conferences (B5)" suggests that producers might make 
improved use o:f these resources. On the other hand, educators might.well 
make better efforts both to involve producers in their professional 
activities and to communicate with them more effectively. 
The factor ttReports by your consultants (B6) n not only is identified 
as an influence, but its identification in the MFR category is signifi-
cantly different :from its identification in the LFR category at the :five 
per cent level. Thus, it appears that those :films that were most fre-
quently requested had their producers influenced by reports from con-
sultants 1'lhen the decision to produce the :film was made. On the other 
hand, films that were least :frequently requested had their producers 
signifi~antly less influenced by reports of consultants when the decision 
to produce was made. 
School CUrricula: 
A glance at the totals in the column of "combined influence" in 
Table 17 indicates that the curricula o:f "Representative schools (Cl)tt is 
identified as the only factor in this· unit that influences the decision to 
produce films since it is the only score that exceeds the mean of the 
unit, 9.6. No other factor can be identified as even a possible influence. 
The data reported for the other factors lend evidence to the 
94 
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TABLE 17 
SCHOOL CURRICULA THAT INFLUENCED THE DECISION 
TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FI~iSa 
Sources 
Number of Interviews Reporting 
Level 
UrriJn- Chi of of School 
Curricula Major Some portant Combined 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
MFR I LFR MFR I LFR MFR I LFRu 
Square Signifi-
cance 
<5% )5% 
Representative 
schools (Cl) 15 
Urban schools (C7) 2 
Selected 
schools (C2) 
Private 
schools (C5) 
Laboratory schoolf 
emphasizing stu-
dent teaching(C3) 
Other (C8) 
Demonstration 
schools empha-
sizing model or 
experimental 
program (C4) 
Rural schools(C6) 
1 
... 
... 
• • • 
. . . 
... 
10 5 
2 . . . 
1 .•.. 
1 . .. 
4 
... 
1 
19 
7 
19 
2 20 18 
21 20 
. .. 1 .... 20 21 
1 ... 20 21 
. . . . .. ... 21 21 
21 21 
59 
8 
6 
2 
1 
1 
0 
0 
5.6ll 
.oooc 
.oooc 
.oooc 
.oooc 
~his table indicates the number of interviews which identified 
school curricula that influenced the decision to produce twenty-one most 
frequently requested and twenty-one least frequently requested films. 
Number of interviews are compared by item as well to indicate whether 
interview differences exist between both groups of films. 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
~umber of interviews reporting item for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (~w.R). 
c2 x 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
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supposition that most instructional films are influenced by what the 
majority of schools have established as their curricula. The occasional 
inclination to consider the curricula of "Urban.schools (C?)tt is noteworthy 
in comparison with the lack of influence that the curricula of nRural 
schools (C6)" exert. Although this study has concerned itself with 
educational factors only, the relationship between the influence of 
curriculum and marketing films is obvious. Since the film producers who 
participated in this study were all private, commercial organizations, the 
curriculum influences of other schools may well be factors worth consider-
ing by non-commercial, subsidized film producers. 
Film Specifications: 
Most professional educational organizations publish journals and 
conduct meetings in which a portion of the space or time is devoted to 
audio-visual materials. Films, naturally, receive some attention in 
these publications and conferences. When educators weigh the film as 
an instructional material, the need for more and better films is generally 
raised. This need has been treated in detail in Chapter I. Table lS 
represents the influences that specifications made by educational agencies 
for films have had on the film producer. It would appear that film 
specifications from educational agencies are ignored fairly equally in 
both groups of films studied. Although the 11Five-Year study of commission 
on motion pictures (D3), 11 "Other (D6), 11 and 11 Etovernmental agencies (federal 
or state) (D2) n exceed the mean of the unit, 1. 7, they could be con-
sidered possible but doubtful influences. Examination of the difference 
between scores in Table lS as well as the frequency of scores in the 
TABLE 18 
FILM SPECIFICATIONS THAT INFLUENCED THE DECISION 
TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FIIMSa 
Proposers of 
Film Specifi-
cations 
Five-year study 
of connnission 
on motion 
pictures (D3) 
Other (D6) 
Governmental 
agencies (fed-
eral or state) 
(D2) 
School 
systems (D4) 
Educational 
associa-
tions (Dl) 
Individual 
schools (D5) 
... . .. 2 2 19 19 
1 ... 1 20 20 
1 ••• . .. 20 21 
. . . ... 1 21 20 
. . . . . . . .. 21 21 
. . . . . . . .. 21 21 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
0 
Level 
Chi of 
Square Signifi-
.oooc X 
.oooc 
.X 
.000° X 
.oooc X 
.oooc 
.X 
.oooc X 
arhis table indicates the number of interviews which identified and 
compared proposers of film specifications that influenced the decision to 
produce most frequently requested and least frequently requested films. 
~umber of interviews reporting item for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR). 
c2 .x 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
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ffcombined influencen column indicates that, for all practical purposes of 
interpretation, the factors in this unit may be considered of negligible 
influence. 
During the interviews several reasons were offered by producers as 
explanations for both the lack of influence of this unit and the fact 
that no factor in the unit was different between categories. First, the 
producers indicated that they thought few film specifications existed; 
second, the film specifications that were available considered only 
educational needs and not important factors involving production and 
marketing. It would appear that producers and educators, who have a some-
what common purpose, are developing film specifications quite independently 
and without knowledge of the activity of one another. It would not seem 
too difficult for professional educational agencies to work cooperative~ 
with film producers in establishing specifications for films that could 
and should be produced. 
Statements of Objectives of Education: 
Four factors in this unit, reported in Table 19, are identified as 
influencing the decision to·produce since their scores of ucombined 
influencett exceeded the mean of the unit, 9.0, as well as the Mu• They 
are "National associations (El),n "National meetings (~3),n "Individual 
expressions of experts (E7), n and 11Regi.onal meetings (E4) .n There was no 
significant difference~ between groups for any of these four factors. 
Since American education has been characterized and accepted as 
dynamic, its changing and expanding role is defined periodically by 
professional or joint professional and lay groups. Study of these 
I I 
TABLE 19 
STATEMENTS OF OBJECTIVES OF EDUCATION THAT INFLUENCED 
THE DECISION TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FILMSa 
Sources of 
Statements 
National asso-
ciations (El) 
National meet-
ings or con-
ferences (E3) 
Individual ex-
pressions of 
experts via 
speech or pub-
lication (E7) 
Regional meet-
ings or con-
ferences (E4) 
School systems (E6) 
Governmental agen-
cies (federal ·or 
state) (E5) 
Regional or local 
associations (E2) 
Other (E8) 
Number of Interviews Reporti.n.R: 
Unim.-
Major Some portant Combined 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
MFR LFR MFR I LFR MFR -I LFR 0 
1 4 4 
3 3 2 
1 5 
3 1 1 
1 ... 2 
... 2 1 
••• • •• 2 
1 
3 16 14 
1 
5 
1 
3 
1 
1 
... 
16 
16 
17 
18 
20 
19 
21 
17 
15 
19 
18 
18 
20 
20 
17 
15 
12 
10 
7 
6 
3 
2 
Level 
Chi of 
Square Signifi ~ 
cance 
2.076 
.194c 
.oooc 
.oooc 
.oooc 
<5% >5% 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
~his table indicates the number of interviews which identified and 
compared sources of statements of objectives of education that influenced 
the decision to produce most frequently requested and least frequently 
requested films. 
bNumber of interviews reporting item for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR). 
C9 'Y" 9 ,. ..... ,.,+.-i'na.,..,,...,.+.,.h1"' ,,ri+.h ..... .,...,. r'!.,a.,..,.., r..P .p.,..,..,r'!r.m 
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statements should influence film producers, at least according to the 
opinion of the audio-visual educators who participated in the study. Film 
producers whose films were studied did not agree, however, and rated factor 
in this unit less frequently than influences in other units even though 
four factors were identified. The position of one producer regarding 
objectives of education was made succinctly in an interview when he stated 
that he had to be in step with the parade and not out front leading it. 
Serious implications exist for educators, however, in the somewhat 
lower frequency of reports of educational objectives as influences, 
inasmuch as they reflect the needs of regional, local and individual school 
organizations that actually serve enormous numbers of youth. An example 
would be the particular needs of the Puerto Rican youth of New York City. 
Here, as indicated earlier, regional or local educational objectives 
might well become a prime influence in the production planning of a non-
profit, subsidized, film-producing agency. 
Administrative and Organizational Patterns: 
The four administrative and organizational patterns that are 
identified as factors of influence in Table 20 are liAcademic subject 
areas (F5),n U6-3-3 or 6-6 organization (Fl),n fiGuidance programs (FS),n 
and nothers (Fl?).rr In each case the score of "combined influence" 
. exceeded both the mean of the unit, 5. 7, and the Mu. No factor in this 
unit is significantly different between the MFR and LFR groups. Nearly 
all other special programs of instruction and organization are of negli-
gible influence in the decision to produce films. The relatively high 
"combined. influence" ratings of "Academic subject areas (F5)" and 
fao 
Jl 
TABLE 20 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND ORGANIZATIONAL PATTERNS THAT INFLUENCED 
THE DECISIONS TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FILMSa 
Administrative 
and organiza-
tional 
Patterns 
Academic sub-
ject areas (F5) 
6-.3-.3 or 6-6 
organization (Fl) 
Guidance pro-
grams (F8) 
Other (Fl7) 
Citizenship 
programs (F9) 
8-4 organiza-
tion (F2) 
Physical educa-
tional pro-
grams (Fl.3) 
Co-curricula 
programs (Fl2) 
Number of Interviews Reporting 
Unim-
Major Some portant Combined 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
MFR ILFR ~. ILFR l'Y1FR I LFR0 
5 2 7 11 9 .35 
4 6 7 5 10 10 .32 
1 l 6 1 14 19 11 
1 .3 2 ..• 18 18 10 
1 1 2 19 19 5 
. . . ... 1 2 20 19 .3 
... 1 21 20 1 
. . . . . . ... 21 21 0 
Level 
Chi of 
Square Signifi-
cance 
0% )~ 
,3.670 X 
.7.3.3 X 
2.262 .X: 
X 
.oooc 
.X: 
.oooc 
.X: 
.oooc X 
X 
~his table indicates the number of interviews which identified admin-
istrative and organizational patterns that influenced the decisions to pro-
duce twenty-one most frequently requested and twenty-one least frequently 
I :Hl1 
requested films. Interview data a±a compared by item as well, in order to .,..;.. 
indicate whether interview differences exist between both film groups. 
bNumber of interviews reporting item for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR). 
c2 .x: 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
TABLE 20 (continued) 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND ORGANIZATIONAL PATTERNS THAT INFLUENCED 
THE DECISIONS TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FILMSa 
Administrative 
and Organiza-
tional 
Patterns 
Comprehensive 
high school or-
ganization (F3) 
Core 
courses (F?) 
Driver educa-
tion courses 
(FlO) 
Fine arts 
programs (Fl6) 
Gifted chil-
dren's pro-
grams (Fl5) 
Multiple curric-
ulum organiza-
tion (F4) 
Number of Inter.views Reporting 
Unim-
Major Some portant Combined 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
MFR I LFR MFR I LFR MFR I LFR D 
. . . ••• . .. 21 21 0 
. . . . . . . . . . .. 21 '21 0 
. . . . . . . . . . .. 21 21 0 
. . . . . . . . . . .. 21 21 0 
... . . . . .. . .. 21 21 0 
. . . . . . . .. ••• 21 21 0 
Level 
Chi of 
Square Signifi-
cance 
<5% }5% 
.oooc X 
.oooc X 
.oooc X 
.oooc X 
.oooc X 
.oooc X 
arhis table indicates the number of interviews which identified admin-
istrative and organizational patterns that influenced the decisions to pro-
duce twenty-one most frequently requested and twenty-one least frequently 
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requested films. Interview data are compared by item as well, in order to "'· 
indicate whether interview differences exist between both film groups. 
bmumber of interviews reporting item for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR). 
c2 x 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
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n6-3-3 or 6-6 organization (Fl)" in comparison with other factors indicate 
that producers tend to be conventional and educationally conservative when 
they allow administrative and organizational patterns to affect their 
decisions to produce. In a number of the programs and organizations of 
instruction listed in this unit, no influences were recorded. This, in 
part, may be accounted for by the number of films in the sample. Another 
interpretation can be made, however. Films for special programs of 
instruction affecting segments of only one level of the school population 
could not achieve easily the demand necessary to be classified in the most 
frequently reque13ted group of films. On the other hand, films do exist 
for these special programs and are designed to supplement them specifically. 
Countless examples of such films can be cited for unriver education courses 
(HlO)," nsafety education programs (Hll),rr and ttTechnical and vocational 
areas (H6).tt This interpretation is supported by the f-act that none.of 
these films was reported in the least frequently requested group of films. 
For several types of organization affecting large numbers of students, 
such as 11Core courses (H7)tt and "Comprehensive high school organization 
(H3),n producers evidently feel little or no concern when they decide to 
produce. Instructional organization that emphasizes broad educational 
objectives presumably could pose problems in communication and utilization 
that make their production by commercial producers impractical. 
Evaluative Instruments and Techniques: 
Although three of the four factors in Table 21 exceed the mean for 
the unit, 1.8, they do so only by .2 and can be considered of little 
influence for all practical purposes. The factor described as ••Other (GS)n 
J 
TABLE 2l 
EVALUATIVE INSTRUNENTS AND TECHNIQUES THAT INFLUENCED 
THE DECISIONS TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FILMSa 
Evaluative 
Instruments 
and 
Techniques 
Other (G8) 
College entrance 
board examina-
tiona (G3) 
Standardized 
tests in special 
subject areas (Gl) 
Evaluative criteria 
for secondary 
schools (G?) 
Aptitude 
tests (G2) 
Regents exam-
inations (G4) 
Representative 
college pre-
matriculation 
examinations (G5) 
Number of Interviews Reporting 
Unim- Chi 
Major Some portant Combined Square 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
MFR I LFR MFR I LFR MFR I LFR0 
2 2 ... . .. .19 19 a .ooou 
. . . 1 ... . .. 21 20 2 .oooc 
. . . 1 . . . ... 21 20 2 .oooc 
... 1 ... • •• 2l 20 2 .oooc 
... 2l 21 0 .oooc 
. . . ... . .. . .. 2l 2l 0 .oooc 
. . . ... . .. 2l 2l 0 .oooc 
Level 
of 
Signif 
icance 
<5~ >5_% 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
~his table indicates the number of interviews which identified 
evaluative instruments and techniques that influenced the decisions to pro~ 
duce twenty-one most frequently requested and twenty-one least frequently 
requested films. Interview dataai"a compared by item as well, in order to 
indicate whether interview differences exist between both film groups. 
bmumber of interviews reporting item for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR) • 
c2 x 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
r 
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TABLE 21 (continued) 
EVALUATIVE INSTRUMENTS AND TECHNIQUES THAT INFLUENCED 
THE DECISIONS TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FIIMSa 
Evaluative 
Instruments 
and 
Techniques 
Representative 
high school 
equivalency 
examina-, 
tions (G6) 
Number of Interviews Reporting 
Unim-
Major Some portant Combined 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
MFR LFR MFR I LFR MFR I LFR 0 
... ... . ..... 21 21 0 
Level 
Chi of 
Square Signif-
icance 
<5% )5$_ 
.oooc :X: 
~his table indicates the number of interviews which identified 
evaluative instruments and techniques that influenced the decisions to pro-
duce twenty-one most frequently requested and twenty-one least frequently 
requested films. Interview data~e compared by item as well, in order to 
indicate whether interview differences exist between both film groups. 
~umber of interviews reporting item for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR). 
0 2 x 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
I~ 
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exceeds by a great degree the mean of the unit but not the Mu. An e.xamina-
tion of the factors listed under this heading reveals four cases in which 
the same item was recorded. This repeated item is 11reading tests." 
Although nreading testsu could have been considered as a part of a broader 
evaluative term, the writer interpreted the responses to,be specific and 
re~trictive in nature. In each of the four cases 11reading testsn was 
considered a major influence and as such must be considered a distinct 
possible influence. It should be noted that both series of responses 
reported for each film group are similar so that there is no significant 
difference between categories for this factor. 
For the unit as a whole, Table 21 indicates that both categories 
received similar responses for most factors. This.is partially explained 
by the relatively small influence evaluative instruments and techniques 
have on the decision to produce films. A more detailed conclusion will 
be presented in the next chapter, but it is commonly accepted by educators 
that objective evaluation is one of the better ways to uncover difficulties 
in both learning and teaching. The instructional film may have a contribu-
tion to make where learning and teaching difficulties are traditionally 
encountered. Producers of films evidently do not make much use of any 
large-scale evaluations in their pre-production planning. Curiously, 
however, nearly all producers indicated they carried out evaluations after 
their film had been produced. As a result, in some cases new scenes were 
added to a film and others del~ted. At present, evaluation is associated 
by film producers with post-production activity. The extensive evaluation 
and testing programs carried on nationally to determine the achievements, 
needs, and deficiencies of youth appear to be overlooked as indicators of 
II 
areas in which films might make a contribution. 
Diagnostic uses of tests appear to be little used or understood by 
film producers as aids to pre-production planning. Concepts, facts, and 
skills that have high indexes of difficulty present areas worthy of investi-
gation for possible film production. Again it should be observed that it 
was primarily the educators who contributed to the construction of the 
checklist who felt that evaluative instrQments and techniques have potential 
values that should contribute to the initiation of film production. These 
values were not recognized, for the most part, by film producers. 
Curriculum Research: 
Only one kind of curriculum research carries weight with film pro-
ducers when they plan a production. The findings or reports of 11Consultants 
affiliated with you (the film producer) (Hl) n are identified in Table 22 
as this factor of influence since the score of "combined influence" for 
this item exceeds both the mean of the unit, 9.8, and the Mu. The lesser 
influences of other factors may be ascribed to the fact that consultants 
affiliated with a producer should be familiar with sources of other 
research. In some cases this would be so. However, many consultants are 
authorities primarily in the content of the subject under consideration for 
production. In some instances, these consultants could be unfamiliar with 
pertinent curriculum and educational film research. An over-reliance on 
consultants who have restricted areas of specialization may account for 
the time-lag in incorporating valid research findings into film production. 
For curriculum research from foreign countries, film producers held 
no brief whatsoever. It should be observed that many countries sponsor 
lb_ 
Curriculum 
Research 
TABLE 22 
CURRICULUM RESEARCH THAT INFLUENCED THE DECISIONS 
TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FILMSa 
Number of Interviews Reporting 
Unim- Chi 
Level 
of 
Major Some portant Combined Square Signifi-
Influence Influence Influence [nfluence cance 
MFR lLFR MFR [LFR MFR I LFRU <5% 
Consultants 
affiliated with 
you (Hl) 6 6 7 6 8 9 37 .136 
Independent re-
searchers (H2) ••• 1 4 2 17 18 8 .oooc 
National 
studies (H5) 1 1 ... 1 20 19 5 .oooc 
Other (H6) 1 ... 2 1 18 20 5 .253c 
Projects spon-
sored by asso-
ciations or 
agencies (H3) 2 ••• . .. . .. 19 21 4 .525c 
Foreign 
studies (H4) ••• . .. . . . • •• 21 21 0 .oooc 
aThis table indicates the number of interviews which identified 
curriculum research that influenced the decisions to produce twenty-one 
most frequently requested and twenty-one least frequently requested · 
films. Interview dataahit compared by item as well, in order to indicate 
whether interview differences exist between both film groups. 
>5% 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
~umber of interviews reporting item for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR). 
c2 x 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
j_\)8 
J 
educational film production presumably geared to student needs without any 
consideration for marketing the film. Procedures and research involved in 
this process are being reviewed by the International Council for the 
Educational Film under UNESCO sponsorship. It would appear that producers 
should explore curriculum research more thoroughly, especially since even 
the one factor identified does not indicate any significant difference 
exists between categories. 
Audience Characteristics: 
Three factors in this unit are identified in Table 23: "Class 
grouping by age (Il), 11 ncoeducational class grouping (I2),n and nurban 
school population (I5~n In each instance their score of "combined 
influencett exceeds the mean of the unit, 9.6, and the Mu. None of these 
is significantly different between the MFR and LFR film categories, however 
"Class grouping by age (Il)tt is so much the greatest influence that it is 
obvious that producers consider age levels of the prospective audience most 
important in determining the feasibility of producing a film. "Rural 
school population (I4) 11 is considered a negligible influence in contrast 
to the positive identification made for "Urban school population (I5)." 
While several conclusions can be reached from analyzing the data presented 
in Table 23, it is obvious that special characteristics of many students 
are not generally considered. However, the general characteristics of a 
very large potential audience can be a strong influence. 
Groups with Educational Concerns: 
Of all the people who hold and express concern for education, the 
opinions of 11School supervisors (J4)tt and "Secondary teachers (J2) 11 have 
TABLE 23 
AUDIENCE CHARACTERISTICS THAT INFLUENCED THE 
DECISIONS TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FILMSa 
Audience 
Character-
istics 
Class grouping 
by age (Il) 
Co-educational 
class group-
ing (I2) 
Urban school pop-
ulation (I5) 
Class grouping 
by academic 
ability (I3) 
Other (I7) 
Class grouping 
with special 
skill or know-
ledge back-
ground (I6) 
~ural school 
population (I4) 
Number o:f Interviews Reporting 
Unim-
Major Some portant Combined 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
MFR I LFR MFR 1 LFR MFR l LFR0 
12 10 6 
3 3 7 
3 4 1 
1 1 1 
1 1 . . . 
. . . ••• . .. 
. . . . .. 
4 3 
3 ll 
... 17 
1 19 
... 20 
1 21 
••• 21 
7 
15 
17 
19 
20 
20 
21 
54. 
22 
15 
6 
4 
1 
0 
Level 
Chi o:f 
Square Signifi-
cance 
<5% )5% 
2.182 X 
2.215 X 
X 
.oooc X 
.oooc X 
.oooc X 
.oooc X 
arhis table indicates the number o:f interviews which identified 
audience characteristics that influenced the decisions to produce twenty-one 
)nost :frequently requested and twenty-one least :frequently requested films. 
:LlO 
~nterview data are compared by item as well, in order to indicate whether \ 
~nterview differences exist between both film groups. 
h.Mumber o:f interviews reporting item for twenty-one least :frequently 
r-equested :films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR). 
c2 x 2 contingency table with one degree o:f :freedom. 
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TABLE 24 
GROUPS WITH EDUCATIONAL CONCERNS THAT INFLUENCED THE 
DECISIONS TO PRODUCE TWO GROUPS OF FILMSa 
Groups With 
Educational 
Concerns 
School super-
visors (J4) 
Secondary 
teachers (J2) 
Elementary 
teachers (Jl) 
P.T.A. 's (J7) 
School 
principals (J3 
·superin-
tendents (J5) 
National asso-
ciations (J8) 
Other (JlO) 
Regional or 
local asso-
ciations (J9) 
School 
boards (J6) 
Number of Interviews Renortin~ 
Unim-
Major Some portant Combined 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
MF.R LFR MFR I LFR MFR I LFR b 
2 3 4 4 15 14 18 
3 l 4 5 15 17 
2 1 1 l 18 19 
1 l 3 ... 17 20 7 
1 1 2 ... 18 20 6 
l ... 2 18 21 4 
. . . ... 2 1 19 20 3 
... • •• l 1 20 20 2 
. . . ••• 1 1 20 20 2 
.... ••• . .. . .. 21 21 0 
Level 
Chi of 
Square Signifi-
cance 
<5% >5% 
.234 X 
1.146 X 
.oooc X 
X 
X 
X 
.oooc X 
.oooc X 
.oooc X 
X 
aThis table indicates the number of interviews which identified 
groups with educational concerns that influenced the decisions to produce 
twenty-one most frequently requested and twenty-one least frequently 
requested films. Interview data lltire compared by item as well, in order to 
indicate whether interview differences exist between both film groups. 
~umber of interviews reporting item for twenty-one least frequently 
requested films (LFR) and twenty-one most frequently requested films (MFR). 
c2 x 2 contingency table with one degree of freedom. 
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been identified as factors that influence film producers. Scores of 
"combined influencen for both factors in Table 24 surpass the mean of the 
unit, 6.7, as well as the Mu. "Elementary teachers (J1) 11 and 11P.T.A. 1s 
(J7) 11 are rated as possible influences bepause their scores did not exceed 
the Mu. No factor proved to be significantly different between film groups. 
In this unit producers, perhaps justifiably, pay more attention to 
teachers, supervisors, and parents than they do to various other groups. 
The people who do influence them are the closest to children and the 
programs of instruction. The 1lpossible11 influence rating accorded 
ttElementary teachers (Jl)" perhaps can be interpreted as a result of the 
fact that this group does not represent a single subject matter area. The 
need for scientists, the need for bilingualism, and hosts of other needs 
expressed by secondary teachers and supervisors of these subjects usually 
are not as great a concern to the elementary teacher and to the parent. 
In the foregoing section, educational factors influencing the 
decision to produce instructional films have been identified. In addition, 
a comparison was made between the responses made for a group of least 
frequently requested films and a group of most frequently requested films. 
These identifications and comparisons have been analyzed to the extent the 
size of the sample and the statistical treatment appear to warrant. A 
summary and conclusions have been reserved for the following chapter. 
I 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 
Summary and Conclusions: 
The purpose of this study was to identi:fy and to assess the-relative 
importance of educational factors that influence the decision to produce 
instructional films. When factors had been identified, it was the 
:further purpose of the study to determine whether any significant differ-
ences exist :for these factors between films that are most :frequently and 
least frequently requested from film libraries. Need :for the study was 
supported by a review of the literature and the non-acceptance by film 
producers of the recommendations of the Commission on Motion Pictures of 
the American Council of Education, the only coordinated and large-scale 
approach to pre-production r.esearch. 
After preliminary investigations were completed, the sixty college 
and university :film libraries in .the country with 1,000 or more film titles 
were surveyed to identify their ten most and ten least :frequent~ requested 
films. Fifty-five libraries provided data from thirty-five different 
states to comprise a 92 per cent return. A total of 607 responses to the 
most :frequently requested (MFR) category provided 372 different titles 
when duplicates were considered; a total of 543 responses to the least 
frequently requested (LF.R) category resulted in 484 different titles. 
The following criteria were then applied to the film titles in the two 
groups: (1) films had to be reported by two or more libraries; (2) films 
had to be produced after 1945; (3) films had to be produced for elementary 
or secondary school use. 
As a result of application of these three criteria, sixty-six films 
were retained in the MFR group and thirty films were retained in the LF.R 
group. Films in the two groups were then matched exactly according to 
producer and related as closely as possible according to their Dewey 
Decimal Classification in the Wilson Educational Film Guide. A total of 
forty-two films remained in the final sample. Since all of the producers 
who had films in the sample agreed to participate in the study, all of the 
forty-two cases were studied. 
A checklist of eduqational factors was constructed employing docu-
mentary analysis and consultations with representative producers. The 
preliminary for.m of the checklist was submitted to juries of both film 
producers and audio-visual specialists who had major responsibilities in 
the area of the instructional film. 
After revision, the checklist was used to interview some person who 
shared in the decision to produce each film under study. Approximately 
each fourth film studied was followed up by a second and separate inter-
view with another person who shared in the same decision to produce. All 
interviews were tape-recorded. 
When data in the interviews had been tabulated, comparison was made 
of the information obtained from the two respondents for each of ten cases. 
Measures of Absolute Value, corresponding to a standard deviation, were 
established in order to measure the amount of agreement between sources of 
data. Measures of Direction of Difference were established to indicate 
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the direction that differences between interviews tended to take on the 
rating scale. The Measure of Absolute Value for all of the factors on the 
checklist was .51. Actual limits for this measure extended from 0 to 1.05 
and possible limits extended from 0 to 2. 
In addition, a factor-by-factor comparison of all 940 cases indicated 
that 80 per cent of the comparisons agreed; 18 per cent differed by one 
degree on the three-degree scale; and 2 per cen~ differed by two degrees. 
The Measure of Direction of Difference for all factors on the check-
list was -.007. This measure had actual limits of -.6 to +.5 and theoretical 
limits from -2 to +2. 
The Measure of Direction of Difference for all factors on the check• 
list indicated that interview sources located the amount of influence of 
educational factors quite similarly on the degree-of-influence scale of the 
checklist. The data obtained were considered reliable after examination 
of both the comparison of factors and the various measures. 
A similar procedure was used in order to determine whether the 
interpretations of data from tape recordings were reliable. Similar 
measures were employed to compare all forty-two cases interpreted by the 
writer with interpretations of a second person of similar background. The 
Measure of Absolute Value for the checklist was .3'0. The actual limits of 
this measur.e extended from 0 to .67 and the theoretical limits extended 
from 0 to 2. The Measure of Direction of Difference for the checklist 
was -.005, with actual limits of -.26 to +.22, and theoretical limits 
of -2 to *2· 
ComParison of the 3,948 individual interpretations indicates that 
95 per cent agreed perfectlY, four per cent differed by one degree, and 
one per cent differed by two degrees, the maximum amount in the three-
degree scale. The close agreement between interpretations was considered 
additional and supporting evidence of the reliability of the interpretations 
by the writer. 
Factors on the checklist were given a weighted rank within their 
respective units from the responses to both categories of films. Factors 
of major influence were weighted 2; some influence, 1; and unimportant 
influence, none. Scores of 11 combined influence11 then had theoretical 
limits from 84 to 0, since there were forty-two cases. Those factors whose 
score of "combined influence11 exceeded the mean for their unit as well as 
the mean of the checklist were identified as influences. Those factors 
whose scores of 11 combined influencerr exceeded only one of the two means 
were considered "possible" influences. 
Table 25 summarizes the number and relationship among factors 
identified as influences and possible influences on the entire checklist. 
Examination of this table indicates that the use of both means as criteria 
resulted in fewer and more conservative, positive identifications. It 
appears from this table that producers are influenced decidedly by the 
units representing the following: 
A - Content of educational materials and activities (kinds) 
B - Expert educational opinion (sources) 
E - Statements of general objectives of education (sources) 
F - Administrative and organizational patterns (kinds) 
I - Characteristics of a potential audience (kinds) 
J - Current educational concern (sources) 
j_1_6 
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TABLE 25 
NUMBER OF FACTORS EXCEEDING MEAN OF THEIR 
UNIT AND MEAN OF CHECKLIST 
No. of Factors No. of Factors No. of Factors 
No. of in Unit Exceed- in Unit Exceed- in Unit Exceed- Mean 
Factors ing Mean of ing Mean* of ing Both of 
Unit in Unit Unit Checklist Means Unit 
A 14 4 5 4 16.1 
B 10 3 5 3 n.8 
c 8 1 1 1 9.6 
D 6 3 0 0 1.7 
E 8 4 4 4 9.0 
F 17 4 4 4 5.7 
G 8 4 0 0 1.8 -
H 6 1 1 1 9.8 
I 7 3 3 3 14.6 
J 10 4 2 2 6.7 
Totals 94 .31 25 22 
~ean of Checklist = 8.9 
II 
J 
1 
In addition, Table 25 indicates that producers are influenced very 
little or not at all by the units representing the following: 
C - School curricula (kinds) 
D - Proposed film specifications 
G- Evaluative instruments or techniques 
H - Curriculum research 
(sources) 
(kinds) 
(sources) 
Educational factors identified as factors that influence the decision 
to produce an instructional film are ranked in Table 26 according to their 
scores of ncombined influence';~' without regard for their affiliation wi.. th 
a unit. Each of the twenty-two factors in this table exceeds both the 
mean for its unit and the mean for the checklist. The first five items, 
with the scores from 52 to 60, are a distinct group separated by a 
thirteen-point difference from the sixth item. These five items ("Text-
books (Al);tt "Courses of study (A4);n ncurriculum programs (A3),u 
representing kinds of educational materials and activities; 11Representative 
schools (Cl)," representing a kind of curriculum; a:rrl "Class grouping by 
age (Il),n representing the characteristics of a potential audience) were 
reported so frequently that their influence must be considered to have 
significance for the decisions of producers. The second group of factors, 
ranked from 6 to 9, have scores of "coml:::!i..ned influence11 set apart from the 
third group by nine points. They include "Reports by consultants (B6) n 
representing a source of expert opinion; 11Consultants affiliated with 
producer (Hl) n representing a source of curriculum research; and both 
11Academic subject areas (F5) 11 and n6-3-3 or 6-6 organization (Fl)n 
representing kinds of organization for instruction. These four factors 
X 
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TABIE 26 
SUMMARY OF FACTORS IDENTIFIED AS EDUCATIONAL INFLUENCES 
Combined Level of 
InfluenceL Significance 
Rank Unit* Item Description Score 5% 5% 
1 A 1 Text books 60 X 
2 A 4 Courses of study 59 X 
3 c 1 Representative schools 59 X 
4 I 1 Class grouping by age 54 X 
5 A 3 Curriculum programs 52 X 
6 B 6 Reports by your consultants 39 X 
7 H 1 Consultants affiliated with you 37 X 
8 F 5 Academic subject areas 35 X 
9 F 1 6-3-3 or 6-6 organization 32 X 
10 B 2 Publications concerned with 
subjects 23 X 
11 I 2 Co-educational ~lass grouping 22 X 
12 A 7 Instructional films 20 X 
13 J 4 School supervisors 18 X 
14 E 1 National associations 17 X 
15 J 2 Secondary teachers 17 X 
16 I 5 Urban school population 15 X 
17 E 3 National meetings or 
conferences 15 X 
18 B 8 Teacher polls 14 X 
19 E 7 Individual expressions of 
experts 12 X 
20 F 8 Guidance programs 11 X 
21 F 17 Other 10 X 
22 E 4 Regional meetings or 
conferences 10 X 
.JI-A. Materials and activities 
B. Expert opinion 
c. Curricula 
D. Film specifications 
E. General objectives of education 
F. Administrative and organizational patterns 
G. Evaluative instruments or techniques 
H. Curriculum research 
I. Audience characteristics 
J. Educational concern 
II II 
must be considered of marked influence on the decision to produce films, 
but evidently not in the degree or the uniformity that the first group 
of factors enjoys. The factors ranked from 10 through 22 on Table 26 
are all identified as factors that influence the decision to produce since 
they exceed both the mean of their unit and the mean of the checklist. 
"Publications concerned with subjects (Bl)tt and rrTeacher polls (BS) 11 
reflect sources of expert opinion; "Instructional films (A7)tt represents 
an educational material; 11National associations (El),n nNational meetings 
or conferences (E3),tt "Individual expressions of experts via speech or 
publications (E7)," and "Regional meetings or conferences (E4)" represent 
sources of statements of general objectives of education; 11Guidance 
programs (FS)" and nother (miscellaneous) (Fl7)tt represent kinds of 
administrative and organizational patterns for instruction; 11Coeducational 
class grouping (I2)" and "Urban school population (I5) tt represent 
characteristics of potential audiences; and "School supervisors (J4)n and 
"Secondary teachers (J2)n represent s:>urces of current educational concern. 
Some of these factors represent additional indications of the influence 
of the unit of which they are part. Factors listed under "Kinds of educa-
tional materials and activities (A)," nsources of expert opinion (B)," 
ttltlnds of administrative and organizational patterns for instruction (F)tt 
and "Kinds of audience characteristics (I) n are all examples of the 
considerable influence of these units. 
Two units having no representation among the factors ranked in the 
two groups at the top of Table 26 are represented in the third group of 
factors, however. nsources of general objectives of education (E)" has 
1 I 
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four factors listed in this third group, while 11Sources of educational 
concern (J) n has two factors in this group. It should be noted that no 
factors from the units representing "Film specifications (D)rt and 
nEvaluative instruments or techniques (G)tt are listed in Table 26. 
Finally, comparisons were made for each factor between the data 
reported for most frequently requested films and least frequently 
requested films by means of the Chi Square test. 
A null hypothesis was assumed for each comparison and significance 
was tested at the .05 level. Table 26 indicates that the only two factors 
identified as significantly different between the most frequently and 
least frequently requested film groups were these: 
1. IITex:tbooks, 11 a kind of educational material. 
2. 11Reports by your consultants, n a source of 
expert educational opinion. 
Implications: 
Certain limitations have existed for this study which must be 
recognized. The sample of films studied was established by criteria 
which prevented any predetermination of the number of cases. In addition, 
I 
use of the interview and checklist technique has not developed to the 
point where information obtained can be regarded as completely accurate. 
Althou@:l considerable time was spent in the construction and validation 
of a checklist, there is a possibility that educational factors may 
exist which have not been incorporated into the checklist and the results 
of the study. While the method of pro ced:ure at no time contemplated 
expansion of the study to international proportions, there is reason to 
believe that our educational, political, and economic systems have 
established a boundary for these findings. Study of this problem in other 
nations with differing systems might produce different results. 
Implications of this study for film producers are several. Since 
"textbooks" represent a factor that is significantly different between the 
two groups of films, it would appear that producers may find it advantageous 
to be completely familiar wit;h. all of the textbooks pertinent to the area 
of contemplated production. In particular, the frequency and extent of 
appearance of a topic in texts lend a distinct direction to those who wish 
to produce a film which will prove to be most frequently requested. 
The expert opinion of consultants affiliated with a film-producing 
organization should be considered carefully as well by those who wish to 
produce a most frequently requested film. In those curriculum areas that 
producers ignore, there is some feeling amongst educators that considerable 
opportunity exists for improving the rationale behind the decision to 
produce. In general, factors associated with the curricula of schools, 
film specification pr9posals, curriculum research, and evaluation results 
do not influence film producers. Any film producer could determine, with 
the cooperation of a national testing program, where outstanding 
deficiencies in learning exist for nearly any subject. Films then 
structured to overcome these learning difficulties should meet compell.ing 
needs in education. 
When educators set up study groups to propose areas where films 
might contribute, it would appear wise to capitalize on their efforts. 
If their proposals are not acceptable to the producer for other than 
educational reasons, at least the intentions and efforts of the educators 
should be acknowledged and redirected. 
i22 
II 
Implications of this study for educators complement those suggested 
for film producers. The thinking of educators is usually not communicated 
effectively enough to the producer. Adequate and effective channels of 
communication are non-existent except for the formal reviews of film 
evaluations that are made when a production has been completed. Economic 
competition among film producers presumably has retarded effective 
communication to some degree. To educators, however, must go the major 
responsibility for expressing their needs accurately and clearly. When 
educators do express their ideas to producers, the concepts they present 
must be realistic in all senses of the word. Educators must know that 
$10,000 to $12,000 represents the cost of production for a typical one-
reel film. Elaborate effects, famous names, large casts, and similar 
expensive Hollywood techniques cannot be incorporated because of budget 
restrictions. At least three hundred prints in blaCk and white, at 
$50 to $60 per unit, must be sold to begin to make the production a 
commercial success. ilhere a great need exists and the potential market 
for prints is less than 300, educators should seek out subsidized film 
producers in government and education. Many of the above problems could 
be resolved probably most effectively through some coordinating educational 
agency such as the Department of Audio-Visual Instruction of the National 
Education Association. 
Implications for further research are considerable in the total area 
of pre-production planning of films. The urgency of the times has been 
reflected only too well in educational terms. Our film planning 
procedures are assuredly a vital part of our total educational effort. 
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In the continuation of efforts to strengthen pre-production planning, 
there seems to be a need for studies of dissemination of information on 
the subject and identification of curriculum areas where the instructional 
film is needed. In addition, a definitive study of educational factors 
that should be employed as criteria in making the decision to produce an 
instructional film should be undertaken at once by an educational agency 
whose authority and prestige would guarantee its recognition. 
Lastly, it should be recognized that this study has been one of the 
first attempts at research in the pre-production planning of the instruc-
tional film. Although its findings are restricted, the study has had two 
unique outcomes. 
It carried out one of the first attempts at research in the area 
of pre-production planning and it met with the whole-hearted cooperation 
of both film producers and audio-visual specialists. In the writer's 
opinion both of these developments tend to support the premise that 
~esearch in the area of pre-production planning may hold more promise 
~or the development of the instructional film than additional studies in 
~tilization and comparative achievement. 
APPENDIXES 
APPENDIX A. Checklist Used to Identify Educational Factors That Influence 
the Decision to Produce an Instructional Film 
FilM RESEARCH PROJECT! TEA.CBERS COllEGE OF CONNECTICUT P!'od.ucer : ______ _ 
NEW BRITAIN, CONNECTICUT By: ________________ _ 
Check List for: Position: ____________ __ 
Date: ____ ~-------------
A. To what extent did the content of the following kinds of educational materials 
or activities influence the decision to produce this film? 
1. 
2. 
3· 
4. 
5· 
6. 
7· 
8. 
9· 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
text books 
tests 
curriculum programs 
courses of study 
units 
lesson plans 
instructional films 
filmstrips 
exhibits 
radio programs or recordings 
television programs 
field trips 
on the job training 
other 
major 
influence 
: 
some 
influence 
! 
I 
I 
unimportant 
influence 
I 
_\ 
I 
I 
! 
I 
B. To what extent did expert educational opinion offered by the following influence 
the decision to produce this film? 
l. publications concerned with 
the curriculum 
2. publications concerned With 
subjects 
3. speeches 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
unimPortant 
influence 
4. 
5. 
6."l 
7· 
lO. 
findings of workshops 
findings of conferences 
reports by your consultants 
reports by educational 
associations or agencies 
,teacher polls 
reports by audio-visual 
directors 
other 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
' 
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unimportant 
influence 
c. Tb what extent did the curricula of the following influence the decision to 
produce this film7 
1. 
2. 
3· 
4. 
5· 
6. 
7. tl. 
8. 
representative schools 
selected schools 
laboratory schools 
emphasizing student teaching 
demonstration schools 
emphasizing model or 
experimental program 
private schools 
rural schools 
urban schools 
other 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
unimportant 
inf'luence 
D. Tb what extent did proposed film specifications set by the following influence 
the decision to produce this film? 
1. educational associations 
2. governmental agencies 
(federal or state 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
unimportant 
influence 
4. 
5· 
6. 
Five Year Study of 
Commission on Motion Pictures 
school systems 
individual school 
other 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
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unimportant 
influence 
E. To what extent did statements of general objectives of education made by the 
following influence the decision to produce this film? 
1. national associations 
2. regional or local associations 
3- national meetings 
or conferences 
4. regional meetings 
or conferences 
governmental agencies 
(federal or state) 5· 
6. school systems 
7· individual expressions 
of experts via speech 
or publication 
8. other 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
unimportant 
influence 
F. To what extent did the following administrative and organizational patterns 
influence the decision to produce this film? 
1. 6-3-3 or 6-6 organization 
2. 8-4 organization 
comprehensive high 
school organization 
4. multiple curriculum 
organization 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
unimportant 
influence 
5· 
6. 1 
7-
8. 
9. /l.. 
10. 
13.11 
14.-1 
15. 
16. 
17. 
• 
academic subject areas 
technical and vocational areas 
core courses 
guidance programs 
citizenship programs 
driver education programs 
safety education programs 
co-curricula programs 
physical education programs 
special education programs 
gifted childrents programs 
fine arts programs 
other 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
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unimportant 
influence 
G. To what extent did the following evaluative instruments or techniques influence 
the decision to produce this film? 
standardized tests in 
special subject areas 
2. aptitude tests 
College Entrance 
Board Examinations 
4. A., Regents Examinations 
5- representative college 
prematriculation examinations 
6. representative high school 
equivalency examinations 
Evaluative Criteria 
for Secondary Schools 
8. other 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
unimportant 
influence 
! 
I 
l 
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H. To what extent did curriculum research findings by the following influence 
the decision to produce this film? 
2. 
4. 
5· 
6. 
consultants a.:f'filia.ted with you 
independent researchers 
projects sponsored by 
associations or agencies 
foreign studies 
national studies 
other 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
unimportant 
influence 
I. To what extent did the following characteristics of a potential audience 
influence the decision to produce this film? 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5· 
6. 
class grouping by age 
co-educational class grouping 
class grouping by 
academic ability 
rural school population 
urban school population 
class grouping with special 
skill or knowledge background 
other 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
unimportant 
influence 
J. To what extent did a current educational concern among the following groups 
influence the decision to produce this film? 
1. elementary teachers . 
2. secondary teachers 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
unimportant 
influence 
5· 
6. 
7· 
8. 
9· 
10. 
school principals 
school supervisors 
superintendents 
school boards 
P.T.A.'s 
national associations 
regional or local associations 
other 
major 
influence 
some 
influence 
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unimportant 
influence 
APPENDIX B 
Definitions of Educational Terms and Film 
Production Terms Used in the Study 
ACADEMIC - Pertaining to such fields as English, foreign languages, 
history, mathematics, and science. 
ACTION OUTLINE - A description of the picture sequences and action of a 
film. (Sometimes called nvisuals.") 
APTITUDE TEST- A device or test designed to indicate a person's potential 
ability for performance of a certain type of activity, as a 
musical-aptitude test or a mathematics-aptitude test. 
BREAKDOWN - In script writing, or as preliminary to cutting, the planning 
of the use of shots, or the process of reorganizing scenes 
from random shooting sequence to the desired presentation 
sequence. 
CITIZENSHIP PROGRAM - Educational activity carried on by the school 
designed to prepare students to function effectively as 
citizens. 
CITY SCHOOL SYSTEM - The organization of all sChools within a city school 
· district, controlled and administered by the district. 
CLASS GROUPING - {~y age, sex, or academic ability) To classify pupils 
into more or less homogeneous groups for purposes of instruc-
tion, testing, or experimentation. 
COCURRICULAR ACTIVITIES - Programs and events; carrying no academic 
credit, sponsored and organized by pupils' or students' 
organizations or by the educational institution, designed to 
entertain, instruct, and/or provide exercise of interests and 
abilities; subject to same measure of control by the institu-
tion. 
COLLEGE - An institution of higher education, usually offering only a 
curriculum in the liberal arts and sciences, and empowered 
to confer degrees. 
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COLLEGE ENTRANCE EXAMINATION BOARD - A board with headquarters in New York 
City, organized in 1900 by a group of colleges and universities 
to consider problems involved in the preparation and adminis-
tration of college entrance examinations and to conduct such 
examinations. 
COMPREHENSIVE HIGH SCHOOL - A secondary school that includes both general 
education courses and specialized fields of study in its pro-
gram and thus offers academic, commercial, trade, and tech-
nical subjects. - · · 
CONFERENCE - A consultation in which a number of persons meet for a 
discussion of educational problems. 
CONSULTANT - A qualifiea person who advises on educational matters. 
CONTINUITY - Professional script or scenario as ready for production, 
which describes the business and action of the consecutive 
scenes for the guidance of the director. 
COOPERATIVE EMPLOYMENT - A planned period of employment in business or 
industry, supervised by the schoel, related t6 particular 
· types of curriculum, and required of every pupil or student 
in part-time high school or college courses. 
CORE COURSE - 1. That part of the total school curriculum in which the 
endeavor is made to assist all pupils in meeting the 
needs most common to them and to society, without 
regard to any subject-matter classification. 
2. A centralizing course required of all students, gJ. vmg 
instruction in. minimum and basic essentials of living. 
COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEM - A local educational unit, coterminous with the 
governmental unit, coterminous with the g6vernmental unit 
known as the county and having a board of education and a 
chief executive officer administering the schools for the 
county as a whole. 
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COURSE OF STUDY - Strictly, an o!ficial guide prepared for use by admin-
istrators, supervisors, and teachers of a particular school 
or school system.as an aid to.teaching in a given subject 
or area of study for a given grade, combination of grades, 
or other ·designated class or instructional group; may 
include the aims of the course, expected outcomes, and the 
scope and nature of the m~terials to be studied, with 
suggestions as to suitable instructional ~ids, textbooks, 
supplementary reading, activities, teaching methods, and 
measurement of achievement. 
CURRICULUM - A body of prescribed educative experiences under school 
supervision, designed to provide an individual with the best 
possible training and experience·to fit~ f.or the.society 
of which he is a part or to qualify him for a trade or 
profession. 
CURRICULUM PROGRAM - In general, a written presentation of educational 
aims .and points of view and scope and sequence of content, as 
incorporated in courses of study and other curriculum bulletins. 
CURRICULUM RESEARCH - A process of s.ystematic investigation and evaluation 
in the selection and placement o! school material, activity, 
and experience. 
DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL - A campus or off-campus school that, in the program 
of teacher education, presents activities of learning, 
instruction, etc., planned for the purpose of illustrating 
methods, techniques, or experiments in schoolwork, f·eaturing 
such demonstrations rather than practice teaching. 
DIRECTOR ~ The individual who interprets, in terms of cinematic . 
technique, the specifications outlined in the shooting script, 
and supervises all phases of the work involved in achieving 
from it a coherent, unified film presentation. 
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APPENDIX B (continueS.) 
DOCUMENTARY - A film purporting to show reality~ in which all techniques 
are subordinate to the presentation of the theme, usually 
social in its implication. 
DRIVER EDUCATION - Classroom instruction and practice driving designed 
to develop proper habits, attitudes, skills~ and background 
knowledge in motorists. 
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATOR - Any educational official responsible for the 
management or direction of some part of an educational 
establishment or system; typically includes such officers 
as college presidents, school superintendents~ and 
principals. · 
EXHIBIT - A collection of objects and materials arrangea in a setting 
so as to convey a unified idea. 
FIELD TRIP - A trip arranged for by the school and undertaken for 
educational purposes, in which pup~ls or students go to 
places where the materials of instruction may be observed 
and studied directly in their functional settings; for 
example~ a trip to a factory, or to a city waterworks. 
FlLMSTRIP - A short length of film (usually 35-mm.. film) containing a 
number of positives, each different but usually having same 
continuity, intended to be projected as a series of still 
pictures by means of a filmstrip projector. 
FINE ARTS - In a broader sense, painting~ sculpture~ architecture~ 
literature~ music, drama, and the dance. 
GENERAL OBJECTIVE - A goal or aim stated for education in general, for a 
school division~ or for a subject in general. 
GIFTED CHILD - l. A child whose ability, as indicated by an intelligence 
test, is within the range of the upper 2 or 3 percent 
of the population. 
GUIDANCE-
2. A child having outstanding ability in a given field, 
for example, music or art. 
A form of systematic assistance (aside from regular instruc-
tion) to pupils, students, or others, to help them acquire 
knowledge and wisdom, free from compulsion or prescription 
and calculated to lead to self-direction. 
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APPENDIX B (continued) 
INSTRUCTIONAL FILM - Any film planned and produced for use as an aid to 
or a means of teaching. 
LABORATORY SCHOOL - A school of elementary or second~ grade, or both, 
that is under the direct control of or closely affiliated 
with a teacher-preparing institution, whose facilities 
may be used for such purposes as demonstration, participa-
tion, experimentation, and practice teaching. 
LESSON PLAN - A teaching outline of the important points of a lesson 
arranged in the order in which they are to be presented; 
may include objectives, points to be made, questions to 
ask, references to materials, assignments, etc. 
MASTER SCENE - In scriptwriting, the practice of indicating action only 
· in terms of major sequences. The shot breakdown is then 
left to the director. 
MULTIPLE CURRICULUM ORGANIZATION - The plan of providing more than one 
combination of required and elective subjects for students 
to follow toward graduation. 
ON THE JOB TRAINING - Work experience for students under guidance. 
PARENT-TEACHER ASSOCIATION - An organization, composed of teachers and 
parents of children of a school or community, the purpose 
of which is to improve the effectiveness of the school as 
a social and educational agency. 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION - The program of instruction and participation ~ 
big-muscle activities designed to promote desirable 
physical development, motor skills, attitudes, and habits 
of conduct. 
PLOT- Organized dramatic material upon which the play is 
elaborated. A dramatic struggle, conflict, or complication 
giving rise to suspense. 
PREMATRICULATION EXAMINATIONS - Aptitude or achievement tests admihistered 
by an educational institution to candidates before they have 
been officially admitted and registered, for the purpose of 
determining·whether they meet admission requirements and, in 
some cases, to class~ and·place them in required subject-
matter classes. 
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APPENDIX B (continued) 
PRINCIPAL- The administrative head and pr.ofessional leader of a high 
school, junior high school, or elementary school. 
PRODUCER - The entrepreneur who initiates and manages film production 
activities. 
PRODUCTION - Production is the general term used to describe the 
processes involved in making all the original material that 
is the basis for the finished motion picture. 
RADIO PROGRAM, EDUCATIONAL- Any program that has· definite educational . 
value, whether or not it is sponsored by a commercial fir.m. 
RECORDING - A tape or disk on ·which sound has been recorded with relative 
permanency, so that the sound may be recreated by playing the 
recording on a suitable machine. 
REGENT -A member of the·controlling board of a state educational 
system vested with corporate powers assigned b.y constitution 
or legislature to this board. · 
RELEASE To place a motion picture upon the market. To decl~e a 
film open to bookings. Also, used as a noun, a picture 
offered for bookings. 
REPRESENTATIVENESS- As applied to a'population or sampling, the degree 
to which it possesses essentially the same characteristics 
as the total population or universe from which it is taken. 
RURAL SCHOOL SYSTEM - A term loosely used to embrace all the schools, 
elementary and secondary, of a county, township, or other 
type of local district serving principally the children 
living on farms. 
SAFETY EDUCATION - Instruction relating to sources of potential physical 
injury and health hazards as well as the necessary steps for 
their control or elimination. 
SCENE - A single development of a sequence. All the action in one 
setting taken without stopping the camera. A scene broken by 
any form of insert is "continued, 11 technically unbroken, after 
the interruption. See also rrshot.n 
II 
APPENDIX. B (continued) 
~CHOOL BOARD- The local town, township, county, or city. agency created 
by the state but generally popularly elected, on Which the 
statutes of the sta,te or <}ommonwealth place the responsi-
bility for conducting the local public education system; 
individual.members have no authority, power being vested 
in the board only when it acts as a body; control is 
exercised through vote by which administrative officers 
are selected and ~scharged and rules, regulations, and 
policies are established.; in some instances, the board 
has power to levy local taxes for education. 
SCRIPT - A set of written specifications for the production of a 
motion picture. 
SEQUENCE - An episodic portion of a film characterized by inherent 
unity, such that it often appears appropriate to ·begin and 
end the part with a fade. 
SHOOTING BREAKDOWN or SHOT BREAKDOWN - Organization of script scenes in 
the order in which they are to be photographed. 
SHOT - Any unit of uninterrupted pictorial action. Commonly used 
to mean the same as "scene. n Systematically joined 
together in the process of editing, shots are synthesized 
first into scenes; the scenes are joined to form sequences, 
and the sequences in turn are joined to form the film as 
a whole. 
SPECIAL EDUCATION - The education of pupils who deviate so far physically, 
mentally, or socially from the relatively homogenous 
i 
SPEECH 
groups of so-called unormal" pupils that the standard 
curriculum is not suitable for their educational needs; 
involves the modification of the standard curriculum in 
content, method of instruction, and expected rate of 
progress to provide optimum educational opportunity for such 
pupils. 
A system of communication by means of s.y.mbolic vocal sounds. 
STANDARDIZED TEST - A test for which content has been selected and checked 
empirically, for which norms have been established, for 
which uniform methods of administering and scoring have 
been developed, and which may be scored with a relatively 
high degree of objectivity. 
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APPENDIX B (continued) 
STORY BOARD - ~ pictorial outline of a film presentation, based on 
sketches or photographs of representative situations, and 
designed to accompany a draft of a script as an aid in 
visualizing the ideas involved. 
SUBJECT - A division or field of organized knowledge, such as English 
or Mathematics. 
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS - The chief executive and advisory officer 
charged with the direction of schools in a local school 
administrative unit, as in a district, city, .town, or 
township or in a county or state. 
SUPERVISOR - A school officer charged with responsibility for the 
overseeing and improvement of instruction and instructional 
methods. 
TEACHER-
TEXT BOOK -
TITLE -
UNIT-
A person employed in an official capacity for the purpose 
of giving instruction to pupils or students in an educa-
tional institution, whether public or private. 
Any manual of instruction. 
Name by which the play is called and known. (~&) 
An organization of various activities, experiences, and 
types of learning around a central theme, problem, or 
purpose, developed cooperatively by a group of pupils 
under teacher leadership; involves planning, execution 
of plans, evaluation of results. 
URBAN SCHOOL - A school in a concentrated population area. 
WORKBOOK -
WORKSHOP -
A study or learning guide for pupils, often related to a 
particular textbook or to several textbooks; may contain 
exercises, problems, practice materials, directions for 
use, space for recording answers, and, frequently means 
of evaluating the work done. 
An arrangement under which special facilities, including 
particularly a wealth of source material and specialized 
personnel for group and individual conferences, are 
provided by an educational institution ~or individualized 
or small group study of educational problems that are of 
special interest to advanced students of education or to 
teachers in service; frequently provided in such areas as 
curriculum, administration, guidance, higher education, and 
secondary education. 
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lm ·Research ~Pr~jecti ~,acbera College ot "c0nnect~cut,· New Britain~ connecticut \. 
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:t;roject Descriptior{ '(condensed) 
.. 
A study of tbe Educa.t:to11al Factors Affecting the Initiation of 
Instructional Film Production 
1. to identify the educational factor$ influencing the decision to 
produce 1n~tructiorial films. 
2. to determine the relative iritporta.nces of these factors. 
3. to determine whether any. recognizable pa.ttern(s) of educational 
factors aists for the decision .to produce films 'Which are most 
frequently requested a.nd least frequently requested from film 
libraries. 
:rD.structional film r.esearch although extensive has been relatively 
scarce in the pre..:prod~ctioil.phase of.film producing. Although the 
need for intensive and coordinated planning has been sounded fre-
quently by educators, there is little evidence that pre-production 
planning is carried on. by e:rty. co-ordinated ~oups other than tbrough 
efforts of tbe individual film producing organizations. The .. Com- . 
mission on Motion Pictures of the Atnerican Council of Education 
which functioned from 1944-1949 appears to be. the single coordinated 
approach to ·pre-production rese~ch. However, ·the Colmllission 1 s 
preparation of 14;1.. scripts ~d outlines .t?y outsta:nding educators at 
a cost of $125r000 ba~ not been met with enthusiasm by film producers. 
' . 
·,' 
: J 
l ~ . ,. 
::>pe:. Instructional films ·to be studied 'Will ~eat the following criteria: 
::>cedure; 
. ' . 
· l.. possess a 1946 or later production date. 
2. be designated by th~ir producer for elementary or 
secondary. ,school instruction. . 
. 3· be reported by tWo or more cooperating film libraries 
as most frequently and least frequently requested films. 
-:·· ' ( 
4. have. consent ~and cooperation. of the producer for case 
study of· the film. _ .~ . · · -
Cooperating film libra:d.es will meet the following criteria_:-
l. a~socia.tion with a 'college or university. 
2• posseasion of a. minimum of iooo film titles. 
' 
The scope, in general, is a.-national study with film producers' co-
operation the only limiting factor. 
Formal research procedure is being followed invo~ving a review- of re- · , 
search, establishment of two film samples, construct~on of a prelimi- , 
(. ·.¥ ... -: 
'· · ...... · 
I / '· •• 
·-·-. (~ 
·i •;\~j 
~· 
' I ;::. 
nary data gathering instrument, validation of the instrument with film 
producers, validation of the instrument with qw3J.ified educators,, ob- · 
taining of producer cooperation, interviews ,with proQ.uction personn~l --~ /.. 
~r aa":~ !!it"..= .. :~-o::!fication at inteview data, ta~t!Oli~ ;~ ';:,l~ 
·. . 
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APPJOOJIX D 
!j 
I Film Libraries Participating in the Research by States 
1. University of Alabama 
University, Alabama 
2. Arizona State College 
Tempe, Arizona 
3. University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 
4. University of California 
Los Angeles, California 
5. University of Colorado 
Boulder, Colorado 
6. University of Connecticut 
Storrs, Connecticut 
7. University of Florida 
Gainesville, Florida 
8. Florida State University 
Tallahassee, Florida 
9. University of Georgia 
Athens, Georgia 
10. Idaho State College 
Pocatello, Idaho 
ll. Southern Illinois University 
Carbondale, Illinois 
12. University of Illinois 
Champaign -Urbana, Illinois 
13. 
14. 
Indiana University 
Bloomington, Indiana 
Purdue University 
Lafayette, Indiana 
1 15. Iowa State College 
Ames, Iowa 
II 
' 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
30. 
State University of Iowa 
'Iowa City, Iowa 
University of Kansas 
Lawrence, Kansas 
Southern University 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 
H il 
;I 
1: 
i! ii 
il 
Southeastern Louisiana College li 
" Hammond, Louisiana il 
I L 
Southwestern Louisiana Institute !i 
Lafayette, Louisiana il 
Northwestern State College 1: 
Natchitoches, Louisiana il 
ij 
Louisiana Polytechnic Institute Ji 
Ruston, Louisiana il 
I 
Boston University 
Boston, MassaChusetts 
University of Michigan 
Ann Arbor, MiChigan 
Michigan State College 
East Lansing, Michigan 
University of Minnesota 
Minneapolis 14, Minnesota 
Mississippi Southern College 
Hattiesburg, Mississippi 
University of Mississippi 
University, Mississippi 
University of Missouri 
Columbia, Missouri 
University of Nebraska 
Lincoln, Nebraska 
II 
i' i! 
i! d 
I' !! 
:j 
lj 
ii 
li 
I' 
II 
!I L jl 
!' d 
!j 
!I j! d il 
,,1 
II 
:I 
li 
II 
!I 
;( 
'I 
II 
;! 
i. 
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APPENDIX D (continued) 
' 31. University of New Hampshire 46. Baylor University 
Durham, New Hampshire Waco, Texas 
32. Eastern New Mexico University 47. Brigham Young University 
Portales, New Mexico Provo, Utah 
33. University of North Carolina 48. University of Utah 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina Salt Lake City, Utah 
34. University of Okla.b.oma 49. University of Ver.mont 
Norman, Oklahoma Burlington, Ver.mont 
35. Oklahoma A and M College, 50. Central Washington College of 
Stillwater, Oklahoma Education 
Ellensburg, Washington 
36. Oregon State System of Higher 
Education 51. State College of Washington 
Corvallis, Oregon Pullman, Washington 
37. State Teachers College 52. University of Washington 
Indiana, Pennsylvania Seattle, Washington 
38. State Teachers College 53. West Virginia University 
Millersville, Pennsylvania Morgantown, West Virginia 
39. Pennsylvania College· for Women 54. University d: Wisconsin 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania Madison, Wisconsin 
40. Pennsylvania State University 55. University of Wyoming 
University Park, Pennsylvania Laramie, Wyoming 
41. University of South Carolina 
Columbia, South Carolina 
42. South Dakota State College 
Brookings, South Dakota 
43. University of Tennessee 
Knoxville, Tennessee 
44. University of Tennessee 
Martin, Tennessee 
45. University of Texas 
Austin, Texas 
Dear--------, 
APPENDIX E 
Sample Invitation to Directors of Selected Film 
Libraries to Participate in Research 
December 3, 1956 
The university film library you direct is one of forty-nine in the 
United States which has over one thousand films that are primarily educa-
tional. Some of y~r films are requested by schools a great deal more 
than.others. It is the purpose of a research project underway at this 
institution to attempt to discover whether we in education are exercising 
influence in initiating the production of films that are most frequently 
or least frequently-requested by schools. 
Your library•s assistance in the first stage of this study can be 
most valuable, since the number of university libraries with over 1000 
film titles is restricted. Your only contribution will consist of list-
ing on the attached for:m approximately ten of the most frequentlY- . 
requested titles and approximately ten of the least frequently-requested 
titles carried in your current catalog. 
Please note the following: the attached blank form for the infor-
mation requested consists of one page only, a stamped self-addressed 
envelope is enclosed, a SQIDmary of the findings concerning the most 
frequently-requested films will be available to you if you wish, your 
library will be designated as one of the participating agencies in this 
research project, and findings of this study will tend to strengthen 
EFLA efforts in the compilation of a basic film listing for new libraries. 
You may be assured that any assistance or consideration you may 
render this project will be most appreciated. 
ALV:f 
Enclosures 
Sincerely, 
Alfred L. Villa, Director 
Audio-Visual Education 
Teachers College of Connecticut 
New Britain, Connecticut 
APPENDIX F 
Special Instructions to Film Library Staff 
for Reporting Data 
Film Research Project: Teachers College of Connecticut, New Britain, 
Connecticut 
Identification of Two Film Groups 
As you may know, EFLA compiles from its member film libraries 
periodically a list of films most frequently requested. Part of this 
information is again requested from you. Then, in order to establish an 
all important comparison group, you are requested to list approximately 
ten of the 16 mm. sound titles least frequently requested from your library. 
The purpose for which the two film groups are being established is 
to provide film samples for the study of educational factors that affect 
the initiation of film production. Although some factors may be identified 
through case studies of the most frequently-requested films, these same 
factors may or may not be an influence on the least frequently-requested 
film group. Studies of both film groups will permit this comparison. 
Naturally, in the cases involving the least frequently-requested titles, 
all references will be in code. 
Your assistance and cooperation in the establishment of these two 
groups is most important, since the number of film libraries with 
sufficient titles to meet research requirements is restricted. 
Dear -----, 
APPENDIX G 
Sample Copy of Follow-up Letter to Film 
Libraries Requesting Data 
December 27, 1956 
Recently we asked your assistance in identifying approximately ten 
of the most frequently-requested and ten of the least frequently-requested 
titles in your film library. As you may recall, your reply will permit 
us to establish two groups of films which will be used in studying the 
educational factors that influence the initiation of film production. 
As of this date, we have had 51 replies or an S5% return from 
all the major 60 university and college film libraries in the United 
States with over 1000 titles. We are certain you can understand from 
these figures the importance and value of your particular reply as we 
undertake this first and very fundamental step in our resea~ch project. 
Please be assured of. our deepest appreciation for the most necessary 
assistance that only you can give us. 
ALV:hf 
Enclosures 
Sincerely, 
Alfred L. Villa, Director 
Audio-Visual Education 
Teachers College af Connecticut 
New Britain, Connecticut 
APPENDIX H: Data Reporting Sheet Used by Film Libraries 
Film Research Project: Teachers College of Connecticut, New Britain, Connecticut 
Please list below the (approximately) ten 16 mm. sound film titles that are 
~ ~requently requested by the schools you service. 
Film Titles Producer 
1. 
2. 
3. 
5. 
7. 
8. 
10. 
Please list belo1:1 the (approximately) ten 16 nnn~ sound film titles tllat are 
Jea~ frequent~y requested by the schools you serviceo 
Film ':'itl~ Producer 
1. 
0 
0 
0 
• 
• 
" 
Film Library _________________________ _ 
146 
dross ___________ _ D Please cllAck if a summary of the 
findings of the most frequently-requested 
films is desired. 
·~~c o~re~ any general comments on reverse of this form. 
:1'~ _r.~.·-. tr 
APPENDIX I 
An Interim Report and Summary of the Approximately Ten Most 
Frequently-Requested Films Reported by Fifty-Five 
Participating College and University Film 
Libraries with 1000 or More Titles 
Number of Per cent 
Libraries of Libraries Production 
Reporting Reporting Title Producer Date 
9 16% Land of Liberty TFC 1939 
8 15% Adventures of Bunny 
Rabbit EBF 1937 
8 15% Human Reproduction McGraw-Hill 1947 
7 13% America The Beautiful TFC 1940 
7 13% Ancient Greece Coronet 1951 
7 13% Endocrine Glands EBF 1939 
7 13% Heart and Circulation EBF' 1937 
7 13% Nervous System EBF 1937 
6 11% Act Your Age Coronet 1949 
6 11% Adventures of Huck Finn TFC 1946 
6 11% Digestion of Foods EBF 1938 
6 11% Lewis and Clark EBF 1950 
5 9% America for Me Greyhound 1954 
5 9% Ancient Rome Coronet 1947 
5 9% Autumn on the Farm EBF 1948 
5 9% Circus Day in Our Town EBF 1949 
5 9% Frustrating Fours and 
Fascinating Fives McGraw-Hill 1952 
i4.8 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
Number of Per cent 
Libraries of Libraries Production 
Reporting Reporting Title Producer Date 
5 9% Johnny Appleseed Coronet 1954 
4 7% Abraham Lincoln EBF 1951 
4 7% Ancient Egypt Coronet 1952 
4 7% Angry Boy International Film Bureau 1951 
4 7% Benjamin Franklin EBF 1949 
4 7% Crusades TFC 1935 
4 7% Drug Addiction EBF 1952 
4 7% Good Table Manner's Coronet 1951 
4 7% Johnny Learns His Manners Pictorial 1947 
4 7% Learning to Understand Children McGraw-Hill 1947 
4 7% Our Constitution Academic 1940 
4 7% Our Country' s Flag Coronet 1950 
4 7% Tale of Two Cities TFC 1935 
4 7% Territorial Expansion of United States Int. Geog. 1938 
3 5% Animals of the Zoo EBF prewar? 
I 3 5% 
Animals in Winter EBF 1950 
3 5% Broader Concept of Method -
I & II McGraw-Hill 1947 
3 5% Children of China EBF 1940 
3 5% Civil War EBF 1954 
j_,I9 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
Number of Per cent 
Libraries of Libraries Production 
Reporting Reporting Title Producer Date 
3 5% Colonial Children EBF 1939 
3 5% Control Your Emotions Coronet 1950 
3 5% Dating: Do's and Don'ts Coronet 1949 
3 5% Early Settlers of New 
England EBF 1940 
3 5% Give Me Liberty TFC 1937 
3 5% Good Eating Habits Coronet 195i 
3 5% How to Study Coronet 1946 
3 5% Improve Your Reading Coronet 1947 
3 5% Lett s Play Safe Portafilm 1947 
3 5% Marriage Today McGraw-Hill 1950 
3 5% Preface to a Life U. W. Film 1950 
3 5% Safety to and from School YAF 1946 
3 5% Seasons of the Year Coronet 1952 
3 5% Solar System Coronet 1951 
3 5% Spring on the Farm EBF 1947 
APPENDIX J 
Members of an Expert Jury for the 16mm. Educational Film 
Dr. William H. Allen, Editor 
Communication Review 
Rand Corporation 
Santa Monica, California 
Miss Leonie Brandon, Director· 
Audio-Visual Education 
New Haven Public Schools 
New Haven, Connecticut 
Dr. Amo DeBernardis 
Assistant Superintendent of Schools 
Portland Public Schools 
Portland, Oregon 
Mrs. Lillian McNulty 
Consultant to Communication Review 
Assistant for Audio-Visual Education 
Louisville Public Schools 
Louisville, Kentucky 
Mr. Richard W. Morton, Director 
Audio-Visual Education 
West Hartford, Connecticut 
Mr. Joseph 11. Murphy, Consultant 
Audio-Visual Education 
State Department of Education 
Hartford, Connecticut 
Mrs. Altha Sullivan, Director 
Division of Audio-Visual Education 
Indiana Department of Public Instruction 
Indianapolis, Indiana 
Dr. Raymond Wyman 
Audio-Visual Director 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, Massachusetts 
1.50 
Dear -----, 
APPENDIX K 
Sample Invitation to Audio-Visual Specialists to 
Participate in Research 
August 7, 1957 
Your reputation in audio-visual instruction and your knowledge of 
the instructional film suggests that you may be willing to serve as a 
member of an e.xpert jury in the field. The jury procedure is being 
employed in an educational film research project underway at this 
College in order to validate a data-gathering instrument. 
As presently established. the instrument contains a number of items 
divided into 10 categories in a 5i page double-spaced listing. Your 
editorial comment indicating additions, deletions, and combinations of 
items would be of inestimable value in developing a more valid research 
instrument. Naturally, a description of the project will be provided 
with the instrument should you find it convenient to be a jury member. 
If you wish, magnetic tape also can be provided so that your comments 
may be recorded informally rather than written. 
We trust that your schedule will permit your participation in this 
research and deeply appreciate your consideration of the project. 
ALV:ek 
Most sincerely yours, 
Alfred L. Villa, Director 
Audio-Visual Center 
Teachers College of Connecticut 
New Britain, Connecticut 
j_ -:1 .. "' ~·--.J'o ... 
Dear ---, 
APPENDll L 
Sample of Instructions to Audio-Visual Specialists 
Who Served as Jury for Checklist 
Thank you very much for your consent to serve as a member of an 
expert jury in our film research project. As we have indicated earlier, 
your opinion and editorial comments, either written or tape-recorded, 
will be most valuable in developing a valid research instrument. 
Enclosed you will find l. the check list or instrument and 2. a 
brief description of the entire project. Should you want additional infor-
mation before commenting, we should be most pleased to explain further. 
Your commission as a jury member is to make this check list as 
effective as possible in identifying educational factors that contribute 
to the decision to produce an instructional film. You should consider 
not only educational factors that could be influencing this decision to 
produce, but also those factors that should be an influence. This opinion 
can come only from educators with the special interest and background 
that you possess. 
As you make your comments we hope you will focus particularly on the 
organization of the main categories and the omissions of "other1• items in 
the sub-headings. Your editing may involve deletions, combinations, 
organization, rewording, etc. Definitions of all items conform to those 
established in Good's Dictionary of Education, McGraw Hill. 
We are most indebted to you for your contribution to this research 
and hope that w~ may have your permission to identify you as a participant 
in the project both by name and official position. 
ALV:ek 
Enclosures 
Most sincerely yours, 
Alfred L. Villa, Director 
Audio-Visual Center 
Teachers College of Connecticut 
New Britain, Connecticut 
j_.32 
APPENDIX M 
Film Producers Participating in the Trial. Run 
of the Checklist 
California 
Avalon Daggett Productions 
441 North Orange Drive 
Los Angeles 36 
Avis Films 
904 East Palm Avenue 
Burbank 
Bailey Films 
6509 DeLongpre Avenue 
Hollywood 28 
Camerart Pictures 
Knights Ferry 
Churchill~exler Film Productions 
SOl North Seward Street 
Los Angeles .38 
Film Associates of California 
10521 Santa Monica Boulevard 
Los Angeles 38 
Johnson Hunt Productions 
6509 DeLongpre Avenue 
Hollywood 28 
Moo~ Institute of Science 
11428 Santa Monica Boulevard 
West Los Angeles 25 
Neubacher Productions 
10690 Bradbur,yRoad 
Los Angeles 64 
Pat Dowling Pictures 
1056 South Robertson Boulevard 
Los Angeles 35 
Miss Aval.on Daggett 
Mrs. Barbara Helhena 
Mr. Carl L. Kahn 
Dr. John F. Criswell 
Mr. Robert M. Churchill 
Mr. Paul M. Bu.rnford 
Mr. Silas E. Johnson 
Dr. F. Alton Everest 
Mr. Robert B. Neubacher 
Mr. Pat Dowling 
II 
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APPENDIX M (continued) 
California 
Tompkins Films 
96ot Larrabee Street 
Los Angeles 46 
Connecticut 
Aetna Life Affiliated Companies 
Hartford 15 
Films for Education 
Chapel Street 
New Haven 
Sleeping Giant Films 
3019 Dixwell Avenue · 
Hamden 
Wilmar Films 
Lebanon 
Wisconsin 
Kruse Productions 
Glencove 
Pewaukee 3 
Murl Deusing Film Productions 
5325 West Van Beck Avenue 
Milwaukee 19 
Mr. Warwick M. Tompkins 
Mrs. Norma Pike 
Mr. James Goyette 
Mr. Elliot Kone 
Mr. David K. Harris 
Dr. William Jahoc:Ui 
Dr. Walter A. Wittich 
Mr. Murl Deusing 
Dear -----, 
APPENDIX N 
Sample Invitation to Film Producers to 
Participate in Trial Run of Checklist 
April 9, 1957 
A film research project under way at this institution could make 
excellent use of information about the film, -------------------------, 
which your company produced in 1954. Your film has been selected as one 
of a number for study because it is a recent educational film with favor-
able reviews. · 
Our project is attempting to determine what factors in education 
influence the decision to produce a specific film. Naturally, we recognize 
that there will be factors outside the field that also affect this decision. 
If you are willing to participate, your part in this research would 
consist of permitting any one, two, or thr.ee among the film's producer, its 
educational consultant, or its research director, to record their recollec-
tions about the educational factors that influenced them as they made the 
decision to produce -------------------------. We would then ask them to 
comment about ten educational factor groupings such as on going curricula, 
content of other materials, expert opinion, etc. 
We are prepared to furnish any size recording tape or Gray Audio-
graph discs for these commentaries. If for any reason the persons comment-
ing wished to remain anonymous, their. wishes would be respected .. 
We should be most pleased to answer any questions you may have con-
cerning this project and remain prepared to forward our tapes or discs with 
brief appropriate instructions to the persons you may wish to designate as 
spokesmen for the birth of -------------------------. 
ALV:f 
_!'.----~----
Most sincerely yours, 
Alfred L. Villa, Assistant Professor 
Director, Audio-Visual Education 
Teachers College of Connecticut 
New Britain, Connecticut 
----------------- ---· ---
.. --
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APPENDIX 0 
Sample of Instructions to Film Producers for Reporting 
Data on the Trial Run of the Checklist 
May 3, 1957 
Dear -----,-
Thank you very much for your consent to participate in our film 
research project. As you have indicated that you will be able to record 
your comments, we are shipping you under separate cover a 6oor reel of 
magnetic tape which you may record at any speed. We would recommend, how-
ever, a speed of 3 3ft+" so that you will have ample time. 
Please feel free to express yourself as informally and casually as 
you choose, using the enclosed check list as your commentary'guide, since 
it is primarily the content and not the manner of your observations with 
which we are concerned. As research data, all reactions will remain anony-
mous unless specific clearance is solicited from you. 
May we at this point make several observations which should assist you 
as you think back in time: Prior to your decision to produce this film, 
members of your organization took a number of factors into consideration. 
Some of these were concerned with your production facilities and similar 
considerations. May we emphasize that this study is concerned only with the 
educational factors which may have influenced the initiations of production 
of -------------------. We have established more or less arbitrarily ten 
groups of factors which may or may not have influenced you during this 
period. We hope on the basis of your answer and others to revise this list 
of factors so that it becomes fairly comprehensive. Therefore, since the 
list is to some degree experimental, your frank and uninhibited comments 
will be most welcome. 
Although there are 10 major groupings with a total of 93 individual 
items on the enclosed list, your only task is to indicate those items which 
were a major influence, or some influence, in the initiation of the' produc-
tion of -------------------. Where an item is of little or no influence, 
no response is necessary. Naturally, where you can add a factor to a 
group, please do so. 
May we again express our deep appreciation for your participation in 
this project and wish you success, both in your continued film producing 
and in your cooperative effort with us. 
Very sincerely yours, 
Alfred L. Villa, Director 
Audio-Visual Genter 
Teachers College of Connecticut 
ALV:br New Britain, Connecticut 
Enclosure: Factor Check List 
I 
I 
! 
' 
I 
i 
APPENDIX P 
Transcription of Commentary for Film 
ADDING AND SUBTRACTING 
by 
Silas E. Johnson, Johnson Hunt Productions 
Commentary is sample reaction of producer to preliminary for.m of checklist. 
Since this commentary is part of a trial run for the checklist, results 
were not incorporated as data for the study. 
' 
11 This tape is being recorded at a speed of 3 3f4 inches per second on 
a dual track machine by Mr. Silas E. Johnson, President of Johnson Hunt 
Productions, 6509 DeLongpre Avenue, Hollywood 28, California, at the request 
of Mr. Alfred L. Villa, Director of Audio-Visual Education, Teachers College 
of Connecticut, in connection with a research project to determine what 
educational factors influenced the decision to produce the film ADDING AND 
SUBTRACTING. 
In studying your factor check list, I find that the items listed 
under category B were probably those which had the major influence in our 
decision to produce the film ADDING AND SUBTRACTING. Category F also 
contains a number of factors which probably had some influence. I feel, 
however, that you will arrive at a clearer understanding of the factors 
behind the decision to produce this film if I give you an informal history 
of the thinking which led up to it. 
I have always been interested in mathematics. I majored in both 
physics and mathematics in collegej and when Johnson Hunt Productions was 
formed, immediately after World War II, the first project was a series of 
eight (8) films on fractions of elementary schools. 
The field of arithmetic was chosen for three reasons. First, it was 
APPENDIX P (continued) 
a curriculum area in which I was personally interested. Secondly~ I had 
observed for many years prior to entering the field of Audio-Visual Educa-
tion that both adults and school children disliked arithmetic, and I was 
convinced that this dislike was based, largely, on a lack of understanding. 
A third reason for going into this field was that there were no significant 
educational films in the field, and hence the competition would be less. 
All three of these reasons for turning toward the field of arithmetic 
were based on a personal interest and an independent evaluation of the 
education system. 
Our final decision to make the fractions films was based entirely on 
these personal reasons. Before we actually entered into production, how-
ever, our decision was reinforced by informal conversations with teachers 
in the public schools of Los Angeles and its major suburbs. The outstanding 
success of these films strengthened our interest in arithmetic as a curric-
ulum area in which suitable motion pictures would be welcomed. 
In 1953 I decided to attempt one or two arithmetic films for the 
primary grades. This decision was based on three factors. First, the 
success of the previous arithmetic films; Second, a continuing personal 
interest in the field; and third, a conviction that such material was 
needed by the children. You will notice that these three.reasons are much 
the same as those that led to the fractions films. In each case the third 
reason-my evaluation of a need for such films--was based on informal con-
versations with children, parents, and in service teachers, rather than 
upon the recognition of any such need by educational authorities. I did 
j 
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question a number of arithmetic curriculum supervisors as to the demand for 
such material and received completely negative answers. Supervisory 
personnel~ as a whole~ indicated that there was no need for sue~ teaching 
aids. A search through various elementary school ~d arithmetic journals 
and other current publications gave no indication of such a need. There-
fore~ in general, preliminary research. into the feasability of the program 
was negative as far as supervisory personnel and· educational leadership was 
1 
concerned~ but was positive from the point of view of the in·s~rvice teacher 
and her pupils. 
The final decision to proceed with the films was based almost entirely 
upon the encourag~nt of Miss Frances Taylor, a primary grade teacher of 
some 30 years• experience, who was recommended by the Pasadena Gity schools 
as an outstandingly skillful ari tbmetic teacher •. 
At this point we did not have in mind any specific films~ but had 
decided to produce bne or more one-reel motion pictures designed to clarify 
the basic concepts of abstract number and the principles of simple 
arithmetic manipulations. 
The film NUMBERS FOR BEGINNERS was attempted first and was limited to 
the numbers from 1 to 6 on the recommendation of Miss Taylor. The film 
ADDING AND SUBTRACTING was design~d as a companion film to NUMBERS FOR 
BEGINNERS~ but preliminary exploration as to the relationships between the 
classroom needs as ~valuated by Miss Taylor and our understanding of the 
motion picture medium indicated a film ~te different in treatment from 
that which was used in NUMBERS FOR BEGINNERS. 
:159 
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The final decision as to the general treatment and the outline as used 
in ADDING AND SUBTRACTING was the result of our experience with previous 
productions in the field of arithmetic and Miss Taylor's 30 years of class-
room experience. 
And now let me summarize. I am a member of the National Council of 
Teachers of Mathematics and subscribe to their publications and yearbooks. 
I have attended numerous mathematics conferences and workshops in search of 
information concerning classro.om needs for audio-visual teaching tools. 
These activities have strengthened my conviction that many of the troubles 
which arithmetic experts explore were due to inadequate presentations at 
the primary level; but I could find no statement which encouraged the use 
of audio-Visual materials as a remedy, and I did hear many statements and 
implications that audio-visual materials would be of no help. On the other 
hand, all of the sources listed in your group B indicated a growing trend 
toward emphasis on understanding of arithmetic, as opposed to the develop-
ment of rote skills and facilities. I would say that such a trend did 
not initiate our decision but did encourage us and, therefore, had some 
influence. I would say that expert educational opinion, as a whole, 
deliniated a teaching problem which we had already evaluated independently; 
and our decision to initiate production of the film ADDING AND SUBTRACTING, 
as a partial solution to the problem, was arrived at in spite of a lack of 
interest on the part of the majority of such opinion, and because of the 
encouragement of one or two experts whose opinion agreed with ours. Let 
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me say, .however, ·that the situation applies only to our arithmetic films. 
In other fields our thinking is guided by established curricula, and the 
interests of large segments of the educational system. This is done 
because in other fields we do not have the close personal interest which 
we have in arithmetic and mathematics. 
Let me say here that I feel there can easily be a confusion between 
the factors which initiate the production of a film and those other factors 
which determine its final form and content. I think you will find that 
most of the finest films are initiated by independent producers who, for 
one reason or another, had a strong personal interest in the subject matter 
and intended to make the film whether ~one wanted to use it or not. The 
educational value of such films may be traced to familiarity with the sub-
ject matter, which is a natural outgrowth of the personal interest on the 
part of the producer, combined with an understanding of the medium of the 
motion picture. This is true of many of the better films made by the large 
assembly line producers of edu~ational films. Someone with a personal 
interest in the subjects started the production, and it was either purchased 
outright or leased by the large organization. A cold and logical evaluation 
of the influential factors which you list has seldom caused the initiation 
of a good film, although it may have stopped the production, for economic 
reasons, of what might have been a good film. On the other hand, the 
exact scope, content, and treatment of any educational film is always 
influenced by either the general educational environment, as interpreted 
by some individual or group, or by some specific factors. 
1_6:1 
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I hope this will be helpful. It is not'a topic on which I have done 
much disciplined thinking, and my generalizations may be wide of the mark. 
It is very difficult to separate the educational factors which influence 
the initiation of a film from the many other factors of opportunity; 
availability of specialized personnel, or specialized equipment; and 
economic influences. Almost every film which we have ever made had been 
under consideration for at least a year before the final script form is 
determined and actual production is initiated. During this period there is 
much discussion pro and con as to the importance and feasibility of the 
film, and I would say that a feeling of the general importance of a curricu-
lum area is of major importanee, but then within that curriculum area our 
decision to produce a specific film is more apt to be influenced by the 
possibility of making a film which would have a wide use. We also care-
fully go through the lists of films which have already been produced to 
avoid, as much as possible, producing a film which duplicates something 
already established. 
I have enjoyed this opportunity to think through the possible factors 
which influenced the production of this film, and I hope my thoughts have 
been in line with the material you are looking for. If there are any 
questions which you have or any further information you want, I shall be 
more than glad to cooperate. •• 
APPENDIX Q 
Transcriptibn of a Recorded Interview Used to 
Obtain Data for One Film in Sample 
Preliminary conversation had established a code number for the film 
under discussion. The person being interviewed was a director of research. 
Both he and the writer had copies of the checklist before them during the 
interview. Transcription begins with the first unit on the checklist. 
WRITER: To what extent did the content of other educational materials or 
activities influence your decision to produce this film? 
PRODUCER: We begin this with a study of curriculums. At that time there 
were no textbooks, at least that we could find, dealing with 
guidance work at high school level. We were, therefore, guided 
by curriculum objectives and reports of educational committees 
in articles that led us to believe that there would be a growing 
emphasis on this kind of material. In the language arts texts 
and in some a:> cial studies texts we foun<i information on this 
kind of topic which gave us support in our thinking. Tests, 
lesson plans, films, exhibits et cetera did not influence us, 
but curriculum programs were a major factor, text books of a:> me 
influence. 
WRITER: You mentioned already some items that might be construed as 
coming from Unit B, the extent that expert educational opinion 
influenced your decision to produce. 
PRODUCER: Yes. This actually was a strong factor. Through visiting 
educational conventions I was personally convinced, and most in 
APPENDIX Q (continued) 
our company were convinced, that the two strong movements of our 
time were guidance and visual aids. We :felt that an emerging 
:field such as guidance could be served by :film, and i:f it were 
so perhaps we would have an area in which film was a regular 
method of instruction. In addition to this we had many conference 
with individual educators, particularly in the home economics 
field, who gave us a good bit of help in clarifying our thinking. 
Accordingly, we would rate items B-2 (publication.s ooncerned 
with subjects), B-6 (reports by your consultants), B-7 (reports 
by educational associations or agencies) and B-10 (other-con-
ventions) ~s of some influence. The others would be unimportant. 
WRITER: In item c, could you indicate the extent that the curricula of 
the :following types of schools influencea your decision to 
produce? 
PRODUCER: We were aware of the matter of kinds of schools to some extent, 
but not in the sense with which this question is dealing. 
WRITER: None of these items would have been a major or of some influence? 
PRODUCER: Representative schools perhaps were of some influence. That is, 
our company has tried to gather as thorough a curriculum lib~ary 
as we could. We used the two large curriculum libraries in our 
city as additional source of material, also. 
WRITER: This is Chicago? 
PRODUCER: Yes. But we did not break them down in rural and urban classi-
fications. I rather considered them in terms of schools where 
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projection facilities and audio-visual libraries were apt to be 
in existence. Actually no other items here influenced our decisio 
WRITER: I see. Let's consider unit D, then. Did any proposed film 
specifications have any influence in the decision to produce this 
film? 
PRODUCER: No. There may have been some references in articles but I don't 
remember any specifications that were set forth. 
WRITER: Nothing was ever spelled out by any educational agency? 
PRODUCER: No, all of these items are unimportant influences .. 
WRITER: All right, unit E. To what extent did statements of general 
objectives of education influence your decision to produce this 
film? 
PRODUCER: There were such statements definitely. As I said, there were 
at that time many signs of a growing attention to the social needs 
of youngsters, and these were highly influential in our thinking. 
WRITER: Can you think of any actual statements that were made? In other 
words, would you pay more attention to a national statement per-
haps, than a ••••• 
PRODUCER: Actually, no. If that is the question, I can't think of any 
statements by individuals. But our tendency would be to weigh 
whether or not the national statement, if there were a national 
statement, were a statement of goals five to ten years from now 
or fairly immediate goals. That is, we would be viewing them 
fairly ••• we would try to evaluate them rather than accept them. 
! 
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Therefore, items E-1 (national associations) and E-3 (national 
meetings or conferences) would be of some influence in this case; 
the others are unimportant. 
WRITER: I see. Let's turn to unit F. To what extent did administrative 
and organizational patterns influence your decision to produce 
this film? 
PRODUCER: They were of influence in that our general program was estab-
lished to try to make films that were adaptable to any school 
organization or plan. At that time we were extremely aware that 
most films for a period of years would be rental films, and as 
such would need to have a four or five-grade spread grade level 
and a fairly wide spread in subject usage to fit into the rental 
pattern. So we were trying to choose our subjects as individual 
subjects that would fit into any of the organizations on a 
6-3-3 or 6-6 organization. For our own purposes we used a 6-3-3 
designation. 
WRI~: Do you see any of these other factors in this unit that seem to 
have been of any influence? 
PRODUCER: Nothing that was of major influence--well of course this was 
one of the beginning guidance films--one of the first ones that 
was ever produced by anyone. Rather than being influenced by the 
guidance program it seemed that the program was influenced by the 
film. 
WRITER: I see, it influenced the guidance programs. But did the guidance 
APPENDIX Q (continued) 
programs influence you in your decision to produce it? 
PRODUCER: The fact that there should be ••• that certain signs of a program 
were already indicated. We then went ahead to try to organize 
what we felt would be a useful film. We had many cases where 
certain states actually (one of them New York State) organized 
a guidance program, surveyed materials, and then wrote and asked 
how it was that we knew what they were going to do ahead of time. 
WRITER: Very interesting. You probably have that letter w.i..th a frame 
someplace. 
PRODUCER: I think the Sales Department does; I cb n t t know whether it 
sold any films or not, though. By and large these items were 
unimportant except items F-1 (6-3-3 or 6-6 organization) and 
F-8 (guidance programs) that were of some influence. 
WRITER: Well, may we turn to unit G. Did any evaluative instruments or 
tecpniques influence the decision to produce this film? In other 
words, did you have any indication of a need for a film through 
any testing or evaluative technique? 
PRODUCER: Not on this particular film, no. 
WRITER: You would not consider items such as the Mooney Problem Check-
list, or problem inventories as possible influences that haven't 
been listed? 
PRODUCER: They didn•t ••• they were not effective. All items here would be 
rated as unimportant influences. There were no other items. 
APPENDIX Q (continued) 
WRITER: All right. Unit•· H. You mentioned already some curriculum re-
search that had been done. To what extent did curriculum research 
findings influence your decision ~o produce this film? 
PRODUCER: Well, our consultants made great use of all the information 
available at the curriculum libraries of the University of Chicago 
and Northwestern University. 
WRITER: Those curriculum libraries would be nationally representative 
rather than of a regional curricula? 
PRODUCER:. Oh yes, yes. They are. And we maintained our own curriculum 
library as well. We tried to be sq.re that we had all the curricula 
that were published. 
WRITER: You would not ignore the southern part of the nation or the 
eastern as ••• 
PRODUCER: No. No. 
WRITER: I see. Do you.ever tend to think in terms of, even with this 
particular film in terms of any foreign'market at all? Not so 
much markets, as foreign curriculum, item H-4 (foreign studies). 
PRODUCER: No, we didntt. 
WRITER: And you would rate these items ••• 
PRODUCER: H-1 (consultants affiliated with you) as a major influence, 
H-2 (independent researchers) as sqme, and H-5 (national studies) 
as some. All others were unimportant. 
WRITER: I see. Unit I, the characteristics of your potential audience. 
To what extent did the characteristics of a potential audience 
APPENDIX Q (continued) 
influence your decision to produce this film? 
PRODUCER: They influenced a great,deal in-----not the decision to produce 
as much as the manner of film--that is-----the treatment. 
WRITER: You mean after the decision to produce has been made? 
PRODUCER: Yes. 
WRITER: And the other items such as co-educational class grouping? 
PRODUCER: Well, to an extent ••• 
WRITER: In other words, this wasnrt produced just for schools where there 
were all boys or all girls. 
PRODUCER: No, no. 
WRITER: You did think, then, in terms of a co-educational situation. Did 
you think at all in your planning of any differences between rural 
and urban school populations? 
PRODUCER: Well again, chiefly in the manner of the film rather than the 
planning. 
WRITER: I see. The treatment that was outlined after the decision was 
made to produce. 
PRODUCER: Exactly. 
WRITER: Shall we turn to unit J, then? Was there any current educational 
concern by any of the following people that influenced your deci-
sion to produce this film. 
PRODUCER; Yes, national associations, and regional and local associations 
I would definitely say. 
WRITER: These were guidance associations? 
APPENDIX Q (continued) 
PRODUCER: Well, it wasn't only guidance associations. It was the fact that 
you could not go to any convention in language arts or social 
studies, science, business education, but what you would find a 
program on guidance. And you found that the program on educational 
guidance was one of the best attended of the entire convention. 
There were signs of an intense interest in establishing a program 
to help guide youngsters. 
WRITER: The guidance concept had permeated most subject areas. Is that 
what you would say? 
PRODUCER: Yes. 
WRITER; The guidance people--were they concerned at all--particularly about 
this area? 
PRODUCER: Insofar as you could localize it, you were dealing with a peculiar 
situation. Your guidance ••• at that time your guidance people were 
lar~ely designated as your vocational guidance, and the social 
guidance, the personal guidance were growing from the home economics! 
field and the language arts and social studies. They have since 
become more unified, of course. 
WRITER: And you would check these items as ••• 
PRODUCER: J-2 (secondary teachers) as some, J-7 (P.T.A.'s) as some, and 
J-S (national associations) and J-9 (regional or local associations) 
as major influences. The rest were unimportant influences. 
WRITER: Would you mind summarizing briefly in conclusion those factors that 
most affected your decision. 
JL70 
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PRODUCER: Well, on this particular film I would say that the major area of 
influence was expert educational opinion. And for this particular 
film that it stood out above all others--backed by curriculum 
research and the judgment that there was an emerging trend toward 
establishment of ~idance programs. 
WRITER: And the expert opinion came primarily from people in the area 
of----? 
PRODUCER: Chiefly from teachers and supervisors in home economics, I would 
say, who had extended their areas into guidance. 
WRITER: Were there any ••• can you think of anything not on the list that we 
may have overlooked? 
PRODUCER: Not for this film, no. 
WRITER: We have accounted for all factors that influenced your decision 
as best you can recall? 
PRODUCER: Yes, definitely. 
WRITER: May we consider the interview encled then. Thank you very much for 
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APPENDlX R 
DISTRIBUTION OF FACTORS OVER INTERVIEWS* 
Case 
Unit No. 1 2 .3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
A 1 s s M s M M M M M 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
.3 M s M s M M M M M 
4 u u M u M M M M M 
5 u u u u u M M u s 
6 u s s s u u u u s 
7 u u s u u s M u u 
8 u u u u u u u u u 
9 u u u u u u u u u 
10 u u u u u u u u u 
11 u u u u u u u u u 
12 u u u u u u u u u 
1.3 u u u u u u u u u 
14 u s u s u u u u u 
B 1 u u M u s u u M M 
2 s u u . u u u u u M 
.3 u s u s u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 s s M s u M s u u 
7 s u u u u u u u u 
8 u M u M u u u u u 
9 u u s u u u u u u 
10 s u u u u u u u s 
c 1 s s M s M s M M M 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
.3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
8 u u u u u u u tr u 
*Totals for all cases are presented in this appendix. The first 
twenty-one cases comprise the MFR category, while the remainder comprise 
the LFR category. The reader is referred to the tables for each unit in 
Chapter 4 that identify and summarize factors for the category sub-totals. 
II II 
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Case 
Unit No. 10 11 12 13 l4 15 16 17 1S 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
A 1 M M M M M M M M M 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u M M M M 
4 M M M M M M M M M 
5 u u u u u u u M M 
6 u u u u u s s u u 
7 u u u u u u u s u 
s u u u u u u u u u 
9 u u u u u u u u u 
10 u u u u u u u u u 
11 s s s s u u u u u 
12 u u u u u u u s u 
13 u u u U- u u u u u 
14 u u u u u u u s u 
B 1 u u u u u u u u u 
2 u u u u u M .M M u 
3 u u u u u u u s u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 M M M M M u u M M 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
s u u u u u u u s u 
9 u u u u u· u u u s 
10 u u u u u u u u u 
0 
c 1 M M M M M M M s M 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u s 
4 u u .U u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u M M u u 
g u u u u u u u u u 
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Case 
Unit No. 19 20 21 22 2~ 2!± 25 26 27 
MSU MSU MSU M5U MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
A 1 u M M u s M M M M 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u s s M s M M M M. 
4 u M M M u M M M M 
5 u M u u u u u 5 M 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u s M M u u u s s 
g u u s u u u u u u 
9 u u u u u u u u u 
10 u u u u u u u u u 
11 u u u u u u u u u 
12 u u u u u u u u u 
13 u u u u u u u u u 
14 u u u u u u u u u 
B 1 u u u u u s s u u 
2 u M s u s u u u u 
3 M u u M u u u u u 
4 u u s u u u u u u 
5 M u 5 M u u u u u 
6 M M M u s u u s M 
7 u u s M s u u u u 
g u s M u u u u u u 
9 u u s u u u u u u 
10 u u u u s u u u u 
c 1 u M M M s M M M s 
2 u M u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u M u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
g u u u u u u u u u 
:1~7S 
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Case 
Unit No. 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
A 1 M - u M u u u M M M 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 M u M u u u M M u 
4 M s u u u u M M M 
5 s u u u u u u u M 
6 s u u u u u u u u 
7 u s M u u u u M u 
s u u u u u u u u u 
9 u u u u u u u u u 
10 u u u u u u u u u 
11 u u u u .U u u u u 
12 u u u u u u u u s 
13 u u u u u u u u u 
14 u u u M u u u u u 
B 1 u s u u u u u u u 
2 u u u M u u M u M 
3 M u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 M s u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
s M M u u u u u u u 
9 u u u u u u u u u 
10 u u u u u u u u u 
c 1 M s M u u u M M M 
2 u u u u s s u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u M M 
s u u u u u u u u u 
I 
j_·;rs 
APPENDIX R (continued) 
Case TQtals 
Unit No. 37. 38 39 40 4l 42 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU M s u 
A 1 s u u u M s 27 6 9 
2 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
3 s u s M M M 22 8 12 
4 s u u M M s 28 3 11 
5 u u u u u u 6 3 33 
6 u u u u u u 0 7 35 
7 u u u u M s 6 8 28 
8 u u u u u s 0 2 40 
9 u u u u u u 0 0 42 . 
10 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
11 u u u u u u 0 4 38 
12 u u u u u u 0 2 40 
13 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
14 u u u u u u 1 3 38 
B 1 u u u u u u 3 4 35 
2 u u M u M u 10 3 29 
3 u u s u u u 3 4 35 
4 u u u u u u 0 1 4l 
5 u u u u u u 2 1 39 
6 u u s u M M 16 7 19 
• 7 u u u u u u 1 4 37 
8 u u u u s s 5 4 33 
9 u u u u u u 0 3 39 
10 u u u u u u 0 3 39 
c 1 s u u u M s 25 9 8 
2 u u u u M u 2 2 38 
3 u u u u u u 0 1 4l 
4 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
5 u u u u u u 1 0 4l 
6 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
7 u u u u u u 4 0 38 
8 u u u u u u 0 1 4l 
j_~77 
APPENDIX R (continued) 
Case 
Unit No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 s 9 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
D 1 u u u u u u u u u 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u s u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
E 1 s u u u u s s u M 
2 u u u u u s s u u 
3 s M u M u s u u u 
4 u M u M u s u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u s u u M 
7 u u u u s s u s u 
s u u u u u u u u u 
F 1 s u s u s u s s s 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u s 
6 u u. u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
s s s s s s u u u u 
9 u u u u u u u s u 
10 u u u u u u u u u 
ll u u u u u u u u u 
12 u u u u u u u u u 
13 u u u u u u u u u 
14 u u u u u u u u u 
15 u u u u· u u u u u 
16 u u u u u u u u u 
17 u u u u u s s u u 
G 1 u u u u u u u u u 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
s u u u u M u u M u 
'· j_·;;g 
APPENDIX R (continued) 
Case ... 
Unit No. lO ll . l2 l3 l4 l5 l6 l7 lS 
,. MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
-
D .l u u u u u u u u u 
2 u u ·u u u u u ·u u 
3 u u u u u u u u. u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
E l u u u u u u u u u 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u s u 
B u u u u u u u u u 
F l u u u u u M M M M 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 M M M M M M M u M 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
B u u u u u u u u u 
9 u u u u u u u u u 
lO. u u u u u u u u u 
ll u u u u u u u u u 
l2 u u u u u u u u u 
l3 u u u u u u u u u 
l4 u u u u u u u u u 
l5 u u u u u u u u u 
l6 u u u u u u u u u 
l7 u .u u u u u u u u 
G l u u u u u u u u u 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
B u u u u u u u u u 
j_·;;g 
APPENDIX R (continued) 
Case 
Unit No. 19. 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 .27 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
D 1 u u u u u u u u u 
2 M u u u u u u .u u 
3 u s u u u u u u s· 
4 u u u u u u u .u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 M u u u u u u u u 
E 1 u s s M u u u M ·S 
2 u u u u u u u u s 
3 u u s M M u u M s 
4· u u u u M u u u s 
5 u u s M u u u u u 
6 u u s u u u u u s 
7 u u s u u s s u s 
8 u u u u u u u u u 
F 1 u s u M s s s M u 
2 u s u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u .U u u u u u u u 
5 u s u u u u u s u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u .u u u u 
8 M u s M s u u u u 
9. M u u u u s s u u 
10 u u u u u u u u u 
11 u u u u u u u u u 
12 u u u u u u 
-
u u u 
13. u u u u u u u u u 
14 u u u u u u u u u 
15 u u u u u u u u u 
16 u u u u M ·u .u u u 
17. u u M ,N u u u M u 
G 1 u u u M u u u u u 
2 u u u u u u u u . 
3 u u u M u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u. u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u M u u u u u 
8 u u u u u M M u u 
--
-II II 
J.ao 
APPENDIX R (continued) 
Case 
Unit No. 2S 29 30 3l 32 33 34 35 36 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
D l u u u u u u u u u 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u s u M u u u u u 
E l u u M u u u u u u 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 s s u u u u u u u 
g u: u u M u u u u u 
F l M s u u u u M M M 
2 u s u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u s M s s M M M 
6 u U· u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
g u u u u u u u u u 
9 u u u u u u u u u 
lO u u u u u u u u u 
ll u u u. u u u u .U u 
l2 u u u u u u u u u 
l3 u u s u u u u u u 
l4 u u u u u u u u u 
l5 u u u u u u u u u 
l6 u u u u u u u u u 
l7 M u u u u u u u u 
G l u u u u u u u u u 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
.g u u u u u u u u u 
, 
1_3j_ 
APPENDIX R (continued) 
Oa.se Totals 
Unit No. 2Z ;28 39 !±0 41 !±.2 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU M s u 
D 1 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
2 u u u u u u 1 0 41 
.3 u u u u s u 0 4 38 
4 u u u u u s 0 1 41 
5 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
6 u u u u u u 1 1 40 
E 1 u u u u s s 5 7 30 
2 u u u u u u 0 3 39 
3 u u u u u u 6 3 33 
4 u u u u u u 4 2 '36 
5 ·u u s u u u 2 2 38 
6 u u u s u s 1 5 36 
7 u u M u u u 1 10 .31 
8 u u u u u u 1 0 41 
F 1 u u u u s u 10 12 20 
2 u u u u s u 0 3 .39 
3 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
4 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
5 s u u M s s 1.3 9 20 
6 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
7 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
8 u u u u u u 2 7 
~~ 
33 
9 u u u u u u 1 3 38 
10 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
11 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
12 u u u u u u 0 ·o 42 
13 u u u u u u 0 1 41 
14 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
15 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
16 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
17 u u u u u u 4 2 36 
G 1 u u u u u u 1 0 41 
2 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
3 u u u u u u 1 0 41 
4 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
5 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
6 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
7 u u u u u u 1 0 41 
8 u u u u u u 4 0 38 
1_82 
APPENDIX R (continued) 
Case 
Unit No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
H 1 M s M s s s M s s 
2 s s u s s u u s u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 s u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
I 1 u s s s u s s u M 
2 s M s M u u s u M 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u M 
J 1 u u u u u u u u M 
2 s s u s s u u s M 
3 u s u s u u u u u 
4 u u u u s ·s u s u 
5 u s u s u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 s s u s u u u u u 
8 M u u u u u u u u 
9 M u u u u u u u u 
10 u u u u u s u u u 
:183 
APPENDIX R (continued) 
Case 
Unit No. 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
H 1 u u u u u u u M M 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
I 1 M M M M M M M M M 
2 u u u u u s s u s 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
·5 u u u u u M M u s 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u· u u u u u u 
J 1 u u u u u u u u s 
2 u u u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
8 u u u u u u u u u 
9 u u u u u u u u u 
10 u u u u u u u u u 
:184 
APPENDIX R (continued) 
Case 
Unit No. 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 2'1 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
H 1 u M M M s s s M s 
2 u u u u u s s M u 
3 M u M u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u M u u u u u u u 
6 M u u u s u u u u 
I 1 M s M M u u u M s 
2 u u s M s u u M u 
3 u M s s u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 M u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
J 1 u M u u u u u u u 
2 M u M u u s s s s 
3 M u u M u u u u u 
4 M M s M u s s s s 
5 M u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 M u s M u u u u u 
8 u u s u s u u u u 
9 u u u u s u u u u 
10 u u u u u u u u s 
18S 
- .....i'\. 
APPENDIX R (continued) 
Case 
Unit No• 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU 
H 1 M s M u u u u u u 
2 u u u u U· u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
I 1 M u M M u u M M M 
2 u M s u u u s u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u u u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u M M M 
6 u s u u u u u u u 
7 M u u u u u u u u 
J l u s u u u u u u u 
2 s s u u u u u u u 
3 u u u u u u u u u 
4 u M u u u u u u u 
5 u u u u u u u u u 
6 u u u u u u u u u 
7 u u u u u u u u u 
8 u u u u u u u u u 
9 u u u u u u u u u 
10 u u u u u u u u u 
j_f36 
APPENDIX R (continued) 
Case Totals 
Unit No. :n 38 32 !±0 41 42 
MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU MSU M s u 
H 1 u u U· M· M s 12 1.3 17 
2 u u u u u u 1 6 35 
3 u u u u u u 2 0 40 
4 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
5. u u u u M s 2 1 .39 
6 u u u u u u 1 .3 .38 
I 1 M u M s s s 22 10 10 
2 u u u u u u 6 10 26 
.3 u u u u M u 2 2 .38 
4 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
5 M u u u u u 7 1 .34 
6 u u u u u u 0 1 41 
7 u u u u u u 2 0 40 
J 1 u u u u M u .3 2 .37 
2 u u u u u .U 4 9 29 
3 u u u u u u 2 2 .38 
4 u u u u M u 5 8 29 
5 u u u u u u 1 2 .39 
6 u u u u u u 0 0 42 
7 u u u u u u 2 .3 .37 
8 u u u u u u 0 3 .39 
9 u u u u u p 0 2 40 
10 u u u u u u 0 2 40 
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